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LONDON, MARCH 3, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE vunpERSTAND that a deputation, consisting of representa- 
tives of the Incorporated Law Society and the provincial law 
societies, had an interview on Thursday with the Lord Chancellor 
and the Chancellor of the Exchequer, who has charge of the 
Public Trustee Bill in the House of Commons. The provincial 
law societies are entirely opposed to the Bill as unnecessary and 
objectionable. The opinion of the Incorporated Law Society 
is to the effect that, if the Bill becomes law, it will result in the 
establishment of a central office for the administration and 
execution under public officials of private estates and private 
trusts, which would add considerably to the expenses of trusts, 
and surround their administration with the routine and delays 
inseparably connected with a Government office. The council 
doubt, having regard to the Trustee Act, 1868, and the Trust 
Investment Act, 1889, whether a public trustee is uired. 
The reasons against the Bill were stated to the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer and the Lord Chancellor by the president and 
vice-president of the Incorporated Law Society and the repre- 
sentatives of the provincial law societies. e Chancellor of 
the Exchequer stated in reply that he would endeavour to meet 
the views of the profession, as far as possible, by means of 
amendments in the Bill, which for that purpose will be referred 
to the Standing Committee on Law as soon as it has been read 
a second time. 








WE REJOICE to find that the warnings we have persistently 
given as to the probable effect to the profession of the i 
of the Public Trustee Bill have not been es . We 
remarked, towards the close of last year, that we did not think 
that the profession were awake to the results of the introduc- 
tion of officialism into the administration of trust estates; that 
there was a tendency A gray: we feared, by the connection 
of the profession with the trustee companies) to regard with 
indifference, or perhaps with favour, the establishment of a 
public trustee. We are glad to say that by this time the 
country solicitors are fully alive to the evils likely to result 
from the passing of the Bill. The Associated Provincial Law 
Societies (now, as usually, the representative body first leading 
the way in practical action) convened a meeting on the question, 
and, as above announced, a deputation from that body and the 
Incorporated Law Society waited on the Lord Chancellor and 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer on Thursday last. We are 
aware that, by the action of the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society, a clause was inserted in last year’s Bill enabling 
testator or settlor to direct the employment of any partic 
solicitor, and providing that the public trustee “may,” in 
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certain cases, employ the solicitor who has been ordinarily 
employed in matters connected with the trust. We do not 
think, however, that the profession should be left to trust to the 
exercise of this discretion by an officer whose efforts will 
be naturally devoted to making his office pay by transacting the 
whole business within its walls. And, independently of this, 
we with the Associated Societies, that the proposal for the 
eatablishment of a public trustee is unnecessary and objection- 
able ; likely to increase the expense of administering trusts, and 
certain to add to the delay in winding them up. It must be 
borne in mind, however, that strenuous efforts will be neces- 
if the Bill, as a whole, is to be resisted. There is a 
rather widespread impression among legislators and others 
who have at various times either come within reach of 
Lord Justice Kay’s lash, or otherwise suffered in pocket 
from their position as trustees, that some provision should 
be made to relieve relatives from the moral obligation which 
at present exists of becoming trustees. They do not con- 
sider the evils of administration by a public trustee, but are 
i to favour any proposal which will relieve them from 
the duty of trustee. The first thing to be done is to lay before 
these persons a clear statement of the results likely to ensue 
from the adoption of the Government proposals. 





WE question whether the Government were wise in opposing 
the second reading of Mr. Boxron’s Bill to amend section 14 of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881. It is one thing to object to the 
alteration of contracts which was involved in the passing of that 
section ; it is another to resist the proposal to extend the altera- 
tion to cases which sometimes involve considerable hardship. It 
is no doubt easy to shew that Mr. Boxtron’s proposals are not an 
extension of the principle of section 14, but a procedure on fresh 
lines. The principle of section 14 is, we take it, that forfeiture 
under the proviso for re-entry in leases shall not be enforced 
where the actual damage to the landlord resulting from the breach 
of covenant or act specified in the proviso can be, and is, remedied 
and compensated. That principle, by the way, was not, as Sir 
Horace Davey, by a curious slip, is reported to have said, “‘ the 
first attempt of legislation to introduce into jurisprudence the 

wer of courts of equity to relieve from forfeiture in leases,” 
but it was a long stride in advance of the previous provisions 
for that purpose. The exceptions in sub-section (6) were 

robably introduced because, in the cases there specified, the 
to the landlord was incapable of being estimated ; 
and, indeed, it is difficult to see how the damage which may 
result to.a landlord from the substitution of a tenant without 
his consent is to be estimated beforehand, or how the damage 
ing from a refusal to permit the lessor of a mine to inspect 
the books, &c., or workings can be assessed. But although the 
principle of section 14 does not logically involve the extension of 
relief to the excepted cases, it is impossible to persuade people 
that there is not a certain absurdity in granting relief against a 
forfeiture for breach of a covenant to repair and denying relief 
against a forfeiture for breach of a covenant not to assign with- 
out licence, or that it is just that on the bankruptcy of the lessee 
the creditors should lose the benefit of a valuable lease. The 
better plan would have been to have permitted the Bill to be 
read a second time with an intimation that extensive alterations 
would be required in committee. As regards mining leases, 
sufficient security for the performance of the covenants men- 
tioned in sub-section 6 of section 14 would be obtained by | 
——s the court to grant a mandatory injunction on tlie appli- 
cation of the landlord ; and as regards the covenant against assign- 
ment or underletting, the insertion of a provision throwing on | 
the tenant who assigns or underlets without licence the onus of | 
isfying the court that his assignee or underlessee is a sub- 
stantial person, and of paying the costs of the proceedings in 
any event, would probably be a sufficient security for the per- 
formance of the covenant. 





Tae House or Lorps, by a majority of six to two, have re- 
versed the judgment of the Court of Appeal, and also that of 
Cuantzs, J., in the case of Vagliano Brothers v. The Bank of 





ed before the full Court of Appeal, with the result that 


judgment was given in favour of the plaintiffs, the Master of 
the Rolls being the only dissentient. This was upon the ground 
that Perri & Co., whose names were forged as the payees of 
the bills of exchange, were not fictitious persons within section 
7, sub-section (3), of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and that 
the bills were not, therefore, as contended by the bank, payable 
to bearer. In support of this it was pointed out that, inasmuch 
as the Act only pretended to codify the law, that enactment 
must be construed with reference to the previous law, and hence 
the introduction of the name of a fictitious payee only made the 
bill payable to bearer as against persons who knew of.the fiction, 
In the present case Perrini & do. were real persons, but Vac- 
LIANO Brotners did not know of the manner in which their 
name had been used. The bills being thus, in the usual way, 
even to order, the bank were liable for paying on a forged in- 

orsement, and it was held that, although Gryxa, who committed 
the frauds, was the plaintiffs’ servant, and although the mode in 
which they conducted their business gave facilities for the frauds, 
yet there was no negligence on their part so directly contributing 
to the loss as to displace the primd facie liability of the bank. In 
the House of Lords the judgments most similar to this were 
given by Lords Bramwett and Fretp, but they boldly adopted 
the view that, as the payees were real persons who could be 
identified, they were in no sense fictitious. Moreover, the large 
payments made by the bank over the counter were most unusual, 
and indicated gross carelessness. Consequently VAGLIANo 
Broruers, in their opinion, were, as had been previously held, 
entitled to recover. The judgments of the majority of the House 
seem to be based pretty evenly on disapprobation of the conduct 
of Vacuiano Broruers, on the ordinary course of banking busi- 
ness, which accepts the risks only of genuine bills, and pre- 
cludes minute-enquiries, and on the view that the payees were 
fictitious persons within the statute. The three former grounds 
were taken up chiefly by the Lord Chancellor and Lords Sz1- 
BORNE and Watson. They thought that Vacuiano Broruens’ 
conduct, in advising the forged bills to the bank as genuine ac- 
ceptances, and in not examining them when returned with the 
pass-book, misled the bank, while there was no evidence that 
9. re over the counter was in itself wrong. Moreover, the 

ank had, in fact, called the attention of the plaintiffs’ confi- 
dential clerk to the matter at an early stage of the payments, 
with the result that they were advised to go on with them. It 
was further pointed out that the risk attending non-genuine 
bills was greater than that attending genuine ones, and was 
not a risk undertaken by the bank, while if they stopped 
to inquire into the indorsements of all foreign bills, their cus- 
tomers’ credit would be disturbed and business could not go 
on. Lord Herscuent, on the other hand, with whom Lord 
Morzis agreed, and Lord Macnacursn, relied chiefly upon the 
view that, as Perrmr & Co. were not intended to have any 
rights on the bills, they were “ fictitious ” persons within the 
meaning of sub-section (3), and so the bills became payable to 
bearer. They failed to see how a payee could be fictitious as 
regards one person and not another. This is in accordance with 
the opinion <r by Lord Esner in his judgment in the 
Court of Appeal. It should be noticed that a strong protest was 
made —— the idea that a codifying statute must be construed 
with reference to the pre-existing law. The particular question 
of a fictitious payee is one of comparatively infrequent occur- 
rence, but from the above statement of the judgments it 
appears that some of them, at least, go beyond this, and shew 
a strong tendency to relieve banks from liability when they act 
according to the ordinary course of business, a tendency which 
has not always been apparent in recent cases. The general 
effect of the decision we propose to consider more at length on 
a future occasion. 





Iy A PREVIOUS issue (ante, p. 236) we called attention to an 
anomaly of an absurd nature which lies concealed beneath the 
apparently simple and effective words of the proviso at the end 
of section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888. The peculiarity 
referred to in our previous observations has since been brought 
to the test of actual experience, and the result has been precisely 





England (37 W. BR. 640). The case, it will be remembered, was 


what we predicted it would be. The proviso’ seems destined to 
produce, in actual working, precisely the opposite effect to that 
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which it was intended to produce. Its intention is unmistak- 
able. The section provides that county court costs only shall be 
allowed in certain cases, and the proviso makes an exception to 
this rule by offering the prize of Supreme Court costs if a 
certain end is attained within a fixed limit of time. The word- 
ing is clear. The prize is only obtained if the specified end is 
attained within the prescribed time limit. Hitherto it does not 
appear to have been doubted that the advantage offered was a 
real one. Experience, however, has shewn it is neither more 
nor less than fictitious, and that the costs obtainable by exceed- 
ing the time limit are higher than those obtainable by keepi 
within it. The section provides, among other things, that where 
the sum recovered in the High Court in an action of contract 
amounts to £20, but is under £50, costs on the county court 
scale only shall be allowed ; and the proviso appended is in the 
following words: ‘‘ Provided that, if in any action founded on 
contract the plaintiff shall within twenty-one days after 
service of the writ, or within such further time as may be 
ordered by the High Court or a judge thereof, obtain an 
order under order 14 of the Rules of the Supreme Court 
empowering him to enter judgment for a sum of £20 or 
upwards he shall be entitled to costs according to the scale 
for the time being in force in the Supreme Court.” The County 
Courts Act came into operation on the Ist of January, 1889, and 
the fallacy which lies at the root of this proviso has only now 
been brought to light. The reason of this is very simple. 
Solicitors who have been unable to obtain their orders under 
order 14 within the twenty-one days have applied for extension 
of time, and such applications have always been acceded to, 
because those to whom they were made were cognisant of the 
complication which would arise the moment it became n 

to tax the costs of an action on the county court scale where 
judgment was obtained under order 14 after the time limited by 
the proviso. A chance case, however, has thrown light on the 
subject. An order for judgment under order 14 was recently 
obtained after twenty-one days from the service of the writ, 
where no order extending the time had been obtained. It 
became necessary, therefore, to tax the costs “‘on the county 
court scale.”” Unfortunately, however, there is no county court 
seale to tax on, for the reason that there is no procedure in the 
county court analogous to, or even resembling, the procedure 
under order 14. We regret that we are unable to give our 
readers the items of the bill of costs in the case referred to. Its 
contents must be extremely interesting, and might be found 
instructive. Suffice it to say that the bill was taxed, and the 
amount allowed after taxation was twelve shillings more than 
the amount of Supreme Court costs allowed on judgments under 
order 14 for sums of £20 and upwards, but under £50. The 
Supreme Court costs in such cases are £7 in country or agency 
cases where the order for judgment is obtained within twenty- 
one days from service of the writ or further time ordered. The 
case to which we are referring was within the same limits as to 
amount, but the order for judgment was obtained after the 
twenty-one days, without extension of time, and the costs in 
that case ‘‘on the county court scale” taxed out at £7 12s. 2d.! 





Tue case of Gedye v. The Commissioners of Works (ante, p. 
295) shews that the owner of the fag-end of a long lease, in a 
case where it is not known in whom the title to the reversion is 
vested, may be placed in a very disadvantageous position by the 
taking of the land for public purposes. In the year 1578 a field 


extending from Clement’s-inn to Chancery-lane was let for a 


term of 300 years at an annual rent of £5. A house which 
had been built on a part of this field was in 1872 required for 
the purpose of building the Law Courts. It was thus subject to 
alease of which there were six years torun. In practice, how- 
ever, the existence of the lease had been disregarded; the 
ostensible owner had made no payment of rent, and he claimed 
the house as his freehold. The rent might, of course, have been 

id by the occupiers of some other part of the land comprised 
im the lease ; but this does not appear to be material, as non- 
payment of rent is no bar to the title of the freeholder when his 
reversion falls into possession: Doe v. Oxenham (7 M. & W. 
181), Archbold v. Scully (9 H. L. Cas. at p. 381), Conse- 
quently, a title to the fee could not be made, and so much of the 
purchase-money as represented the value of the reversion was 





paid into court. Hereupon the lessee waited until twelve 
years had elapsed from 1878, and then applied to have the 
money paid out to him. But Nortu, J., refused, on the 
powt that he had never been in adverse possession. Had 


title been merely when the house was taken, 
it is clear that this would have been recognized by the 
court, and, upon its being perfected by the Statute of Limita- 
tions, he would have been entitled to have the money paid out 
to him: Ex parte Chamberlain (14 Ch. D. 323), Re (42 
L. J. Ch. 357). But even though his possession had not become 


actually adverse, it is not clear that the fact. of money being 
in court should in any way Jrvindion him: Whore the court 
takes possession of land by the appointment of a receiver, the 


effect of the appointment is not to the rights of the i 
Groome v. Blake, 8 Ir. ©. L. R., at p. 433); and in Re 8 


tate (13 Ir. C. L. R.,.at p. 456) it was said that the possession 
of the receiver is that of all the ies to the suit according to 
their titles. It would perhaps have not been an undue ex- 
tension of this principle to hold that, upon the expiration of 
the lease, the ion of the court became the possession 
of the lessee, a would certainly have continued in possession 
but for the purchase of the house. Mr. Justice Norru, how- 
ever, was sc clearly of the contrary opinion that he decided 
against the lessee without calling on the other side. 





Tne case of Shepherd v. Berger, which we report elsewhere, is 
rather a good illustration of the importance of adhering to time- 
honoured forms devised by persons of skill and experience, 
The form of proviso for re-entry for non-payment of rent 
adopted in Mr. Davipson’s volume relating to leases is “ that if 
and whenever any part of the rent hereby reserved,” &c. In 
these days of harum-scarum ing the significance of the 
words in italics is apt to be overlooked; we have epeniony 
observed the omission of them in leases coming re us. 
What is worse, collections of precedents edited by learned con- 
veyancers lend sanction to the ice. In one work the defect 
is confined to a “short form” of proviso for re-entry, but in 
another very popular book it occurs in several of the forms of 
leases. The decision in Shepherd v. Berger turned entirely on 
the words ‘‘and whenever” in the proviso for re-entry. That 
clause provided that “if and whenever any one quarter's rent 
hereby reserved, or any part thereof, shall be in arrear for 
twenty-one days, and no sufficient distress can be had or levied 
for the same,” &c. On the 25th of April, 1890, the landlord 
distrained for three quarters’ rent. The proceeds of sale under 
the distress were insufficient to pay the whole of two quarters’ 
rent, and the landlord subsequently brought an action to enforce 
the forfeiture under the proviso for re-entry. A divisional court 
held that the forfeiture was waived by the distress (Doe v. Peek, 
1 B. & Ad. 428). If the proviso he aie simply, ‘“‘if any one 
quarter’s rent,” &c., there would have been a single cause of 
forfeiture arising as soon as the quarter’s rent was in arrear and 
no sufficient distress, and such forfeiture would have been 
waived by the distress. But the Court of Appeal construed the 
words ‘‘and whenever” as meaning ‘as often as at any moment 
of time the two conditions named in the proviso existed,” and 
held that, as these conditions existed at the time the writ in the 
action was issued, the plaintiff was entitled to recover. In other 
words, by the form of proviso adopted in the lease a continuing 
cause of forfeiture was created, which was not affected by a dis- 
tress leaving one quarter’s rent still owing. 








In the House of Commons on the 3rd inst., in answer to Sir R. Fowler, 
Mr. Matthews said: ‘‘ With regard to sessions and assize courts in 
I am glad to inform my hon. friend that as the result of correspondence 
during the last year there are twenty-six additional places in which the 
accommodation may now be regarded as satisfactory, bringing up the total 
number of such places to 145. There or pe places in which 
improvement is desirable, and “Sogn is on with hopes 
that a satisfactory result will short arri at. 1 are two cases 
in which the local authority have to 
the Secretary of State. I hope my hon. friend not ask me to name 
them publicly, as I trust the force of example may still influence them in 
the right direction. With regard to courts I'am not able to give 
complete explanations within the limits of an answer; but I | 
my hon. friend that substantial progress is being made, especially in the 
metropolis.” 


iss 
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THE LIABILITY OF MARRIED WOMEN FOR COSTS. 


Tue recent decision of the Court of Appeal in Cox v. Bennett 
(ante, p. 294) settles a point which was expressly left open in 
Re Glanvill (30 Soxtcrrors’ Journat, 236, 31 Ch. D. 532). In 
that case, which was based upon the principle of Pike v. Fitz- 
gibbon (29 W. R. 551, 17 Ch. D. 454), it was held that a married 
woman’s liability for costs was fixed at the date when the pro- 
ceedings in which the costs were incurred were commenced, and 
not at the date when the order against her was made. Conse- 
ov. in respect of arrears of income of property to which 

e was entitled for her separate use without power of anticipa- 
tion, only such arrears could be taken to satisfy an order for 
costs as had accrued due at the time when the proceedings were 
commenced, and not such as had accrued due subsequently to 
that time, but before the date of the order. 

That the court has no power (apart from statute) to interfere 

with a restraint on anticipation is, of course, a well-established 

rinciple, and the difficulties which had to be overcome in estab- 

ishing it (see yer Lord Expon, C., in Jackson v. Hobhouse, 2 Mer., 
at p. 487) have perhaps contributed to the strictness with which it 
has been adhered to. Thus the restraint is regarded, not as the 
mere creature of equity, to be dispensed with when equitable 
considerations would seem to make such a course proper, but as 
the creation of the author of the settlement. When the power 
of the court to enforce the restraint is once granted, then, as 
the restraint itself depends on the intention of the settlor, 
the enforcing of it is simply a matter of carrying out 
such intention, and the court has no discretion (Robinson 
v. Wheelwright (6 De G. M. & G., at p. 545). In this case a 
testator had given a legacy to a married woman upon condition 
that within twelve months she should convey away an estate de- 
vised to her by another testator for her separate use without 
power of anticipation. It appeared that the legacy was of more 
value than the estate, and she came to the court asking for a 
dispensation from the restraint. But this was refused, on the 
ground that there was no jurisdiction to interfere with the in- 
tention of the testator who had imposed it. “If,” said Lord 
CranwortH, C., “he had anticipated the facts which have 
occurred, probably he would have authorized what is now 
asked, perhaps not, but the question is, what he has authorized. 
He has not authorized, but has expressly forbidden, alienation, 
and if the court were to authorize alienation, it would be defeat- 
ing, not effecting, his declared intention.” So, too, where the 
restraint exists, the married woman’s property cannot be made 
liable even to satisfy damage caused by her own fraud. In 
Jackson v. Hobhouse (supra) Lord Expoy was strongly inclined to 
think that the fraud of the wife could not give her a power of 
alienation against the intention of the settlor, and this opinion 
was followed in Clive v. Carew (13. & H.199) and Arnold v. 
Woodhams (1. R. 16 Eq. 29). In the former case Woon, V.C., 
said: ‘It is the sounder course to adhere to the view taken by 
Lord Expoy in Jackson v. Hobhouse—namely, that, having once 
sanctioned this species of protection to a married woman by 
making it impossible for her in any way to deal with the fund, 
the court . . . must goon to hold her interest in the fund 
protected even against her own fraudulent acts.” 

It was an obvious departure from the principle thus laid down 
when Prarsox, J., in & wien (30 Ch. D. 159), held that the 
restraint on anticipation did not save the married woman from 
liability for costs of proceedings improperly instituted. ‘The 
restraint on anticipation,” he said, ‘‘is intended for the protec- 
tion of a married woman outside the court; it is not intended to 
enable her to doa wrong in the court. It does not fetter the power 
of the court in any case in which it thinks that she is not entitled 
to that protection.” Consequently he directed the trustees of 
the married woman to retain the income until all the costs due 
to them were satisfied. There was, therefore, a disregard of the 
restraint altogether, and not merely a direction to pay costs out 
of income accrued due at the time of the order. The same 
course was om by Bacon, V.C., in Re Glanvill (supra), where 
he said, somewhat enigmatically: “I am not breaking through 
the restraint on anticipation ; on the contrary, I am enforcing it 

enting the married woman from receiving her income 
until it becomes due.” But all this was naturally dissented 
from when this latter case came before the Court of Appeal. So 


far as related to the income accruing due after the order for 
payment of costs, it was quite clear that there had been an 
interference with the restraint upon anticipation, and that such 
interference, however much it might seem to be called for, was 
beyond the province of the court. And as to income accrui 
due before such order, it had to be considered at what date the 
married woman really made herself liable for the payment of 
costs. The principle being that she could in no way dispose by 
way of anticipation of property given to her for her separate 
use, with a restraint on anticipation, the sole question was, 
when, in a case of this kind, the disposition took place, and it 
was held that this was at the date of the institution of proceed- 
ings. ‘The act on which the claim for costs depends was 
done,” said Corron, L.J., ‘‘once for all when the plaintiff in- 
duced an insolvent next friend to institute an improper suit on 
her behalf.” Thus the liability for costs extended only to arrears 
of income which had accrued due before the institution of the suit. 

This case was held not to be governed by the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, and the Court of Appeal expressly 
refrained from passing any opinion as to the effect which that 
Act might have on a case to which it applied. Such a case has 
now arisen in Cox v. Bennett, and it has been decided that the 
date for determining the liability has been shifted from the 
commencement of the proceedings to the order for payment of 
the costs. The result shews, perhaps, a broader construction 
of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, than that which it 
has sometimes received. Of course, the same attention has still 
to be paid to restrictions upon anticipation, section 19 expressly 
enacting that nothing in the Act contained “shall interfere 
with, or render inoperative, any restriction against anticipation 
at present attached to, or to be hereafter attached to, the enjoy- 
ment of any. property or income by a woman under any settle- 
ment, agreement for a settlement, will, or other instrument.” 
The sole question, therefore, is whether the Act makes any differ- 
ence as to the date when the restraint is to be deemed to come into 
active operation. In express terms, of course, it does not. In 
giving the married woman power to sue in all respects as if 
she were a feme sole, it abolishes the necessity for the introduc- 
tion of a next friend, and also it expressly enacts that costs are 
to be payable out of her separate property (section 1, sub-section 
(2)). But so far, having regard to section 19, there seems to 
be nothing which is necessarily inconsistent with the judgments 
in Re Glanvill (suprd). An intimation, however, of the policy 
of the Act is given in sub-section (4), which declares that the 
contract of a married woman shall bind, not only the separate 
property which she has at the date of the contract, but 
also all separate property which she may thereafter acquire. 
This renders obsolete the principle of Pike v. Fitzgibbon (supra), 
and there is the less necessity, therefore, to follow a decision, such 
as Re Glanvill, which was given in analogy to it. On the other 
hand, it is not unnatural to extend to other similar cases the new 
principle that the liability shall attach, not only to property held 
at the time when, as a prospective matter, the liability was 
first incurred, but also to property acquired before it is to be 
enforced. Such a course is favoured by the general language of 
sub-section (2), and it has accordingly been adopted in Coz v. 
Bennett. It may still be said, indeed, exactly as before the Act, 
that by commencing proceedings the married woman has put in 
motion the train of events which will lead to the liability for 
costs, but, on the other hand, the Act, by clearing away Pike v. 
Fitzgibbon (supra), makes it possible to say that the restriction upon 
alienation is only to operate so as to save income from an actual 
charge, and not merely a prospective one. This, indeed, is the 
broad result of the decision. "Birectly the order for payment has 
been made the charge becomes an actual one, aa no future 
income is — to it. Up to that time, however, the restric- 
tion is not called into operation, and whatever accrues due is 
thereupon free from it, and is ready to become subject to the order. 
In accordance with section 19, due respect is, paid to the re- 
striction as before, but, in accordance with the general policy of 
the Act, it is construed somewhat more strictly. To make the 
restraint attach to any specific portion of the income which has 
fallen due, the anticipation must take the form of a previous 
actual charge upon the property, and not of mere conduct on 
the part of the married woman which may result, without any 
further intervention of her will, in such a charge. 
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THE WORK OF THE COURTS. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


TuE year ending the 31st of October, 1889, is the period covered by 
the volume of Judicial Statistics published a short time since. 
During this period the returns shew that in the Chancery Division 
there were at the commencement of the year 764 actions for trial, 
motions for judgment, special cases, and further considerations set 
down in the books. There were set down during the year 1,802 as 
against 1,861 in 1888 ; the number heard was 1,250 as against 1,162, 
and 593 remained at the end of the year, 731 having been otherwise 
disposed of. There is a decrease in the number of cases set down, 
but a small increase in the number of those disposed of. In addition 
to these cases there is a vast amount of interlocutory work done by 
the courts, which is best estimated by the number of orders drawn 
up. Including many orders of an interlocutory nature, there were 
13,655 orders drawn up in 1889 as against 13,570 in 1888. The 
judges of the Chancery Division sat on 978 days, and the Court of 
sppeel No. 2 on 186 days, being in the aggregate, including 70 on 
which they sat in chambers, about the same as in 1888, There were 
264 cases referred to the conveyancing counsel of the court as against 
257 in 1888, and the official referees had 373 cases sent to them, being 
235 more than in 1888. 


CHANCERY CHAMBERS. 


There were issued in 1889 25,059 summonses, of which 3,686 were 
to originate proceedings; in 1888 the total number of summonses 
issued was 25,220, and of this number 3,721 were originating 
summonses. On these summonses 20,219 orders were made in 1889 
and 20,078 in 1888. Besides the work of hearing and disposing of 
these summonses, there were brought into chambers for prosecution 
2,554 orders made in court, including 132 for the winding up of com- 
panies ; in 1888 the orders so brought in for prosecution were 2,528, 
and included 124 for the winding up of companies. The prosecution 
of these orders involved adjudication on 9,557 debts, amounting in 
the aggregate to £5,617,490, and the distribution of dividends to 
creditors to the amount of £508,941; it also entailed the ing of 
1,559 accounts, and the sale of 690 estates. At the end a the year 
1889 there were 798 orders for the winding up of companies pending, 
whereas at the end of 1888 the number was 806, 


CENTRAL OFFICE. 


The masters of the Supreme Court make returns of all proceedings 
instituted in all divisions of the Supreme Court, but there is a separate 
return as to the proceedings in the Chancery Division. From this it 
appears that 3,505 writs were issued and 616 originating and 3,102 
other summonses issued during the year as against 3,433 writs and 
3,771 originating and other summonses in 1888. In the filing and 
record department of the Central Office numerous documents were 
filed, including 3,118 certificates of chief clerks, 4,125 certificates of 
taxing masters, 6,486 certificates of the Paymaster-General, 205 
reports of official and special referees, 794 sets of depositions, and 
others which need not be enumerated. The fees received by 
ee of the court amounted to £1,701 as compared with £2,775 
in 1888, 

CHANCERY REGISTRARS. 

There were 800 petitions in causes and matters presented during the 
course of the year besides 990 petitions of course. The decrease in 
this class of procedure continues, the numbers in 1888 having been 942 
and 959, shewing a total of 1,790 in 1889 as against 1,901 in 1888. 
The number of orders drawn up by the registrars was 13,655 as 
against 13,570 in 1888, 


TAXING MASTERS. 
References to the chancery taxing masters of bills of costs numbered 
5,326 as compared with 5,642 in 1888. The amount of the costs 
taxed was £1,072,475 in 1889 and £1,087,979 in 1888. 


MASTERS IN LUNACY. 

One hundred and eight commissions in lunacy were issued in 1889, 
and 370 recognizances and bonds were taken as security from com- 
mittees and receivers of lunatics’ estates ; £714,474 were received and 
£611,276 disbursed in respect of lunatics as shewn by the accounts of 
committees; and the percentage on lunatics’ estates realized £21,605 
as against £21,683 in 1888. Under orders of the court £253,805 in 
cash and £259,131 stock were transferred into court, and £28,499 in 
cash and £411,117 in stock were transferred out of court. 


ASSISTANT PAYMASTER-GENERAL, 

The Paymaster of the Supreme Court had 40,672 accounts open in 
all divisions of the Supreme Court on the 28th of February, 1889, up 
to which date his return is made. The amount standing in court to 
these accounts consisted of £69,796,581 in securities and £3,547,472 
in cash. On the 29th of February, 1888, the funds in court consisted 
of £70,012,825 in securities ual £3,293,033 in cash. During the 





year ending the 28th of Fe , 1889, £11,671,678 were paid into 
court, and £11,417,243 were paid out by means of 76,598 cheques. 
QUEEN’s BENcH DIVIsIon. 

Crown Office.—Under the peculiar jurisdiction on the Crown side of 
the Queen’s Bench Division, felonies, misdemeanours, perjuries, con- 
spiracies, assaults, nuisances, and other misdemeanours are dealt with, 
but no record is kept in the Crown Office of the sentences in these 
cases except when the sentences are by the Queen’s Bench 
Division. For such offences 13 persons were tried and 9 convicted in 
this division in 1889. 

Central Office——The number of writs of summons issued in 1889 
was 42,155 as against 46,001 in 1888, and there were 58 actions trans- 
ferred from district registries. In 20,883 actions judgment was 
entered and 11,763 executions issued as against 24,162 judgments 
and 15,136 executions in 1888; and 433 cases were referred to the 
masters, the number having been 920 in 1888. The fees taken 
amounted to £112,705 in 1889 as compared with £120,942 in 188%. 
There were 8,896 bills of costs taxed. 

Associates.—In the returns from the associates’ department for 1889 
we find that in London there were 1,032 remanets from the previors 
year, and that 2,394 actions were entered during the year 1889, and 
that 1,179 were tried. At Nisi Prius there were 1,164 cases entered 
for trial and 734 were tried, the rest being made remanets or other- 
wise disposed of. Of the 1,179 cases tried in London 791 resulted ina 
verdict for the plaintiff and 263 for the defendant, and of the 
remainder 28 were sent to the official referees. 

Judgments entered.—In the Queen’s Bench Division 20,883 judg- 
ments were entered up in 1889, 10,805 of which were on affidavit of 
service in default of appearance, and 5,344 were under order 14. 
Among numerous others may be noted 115 judgments on reports of 
official referees. Out of the 11,763 executions issued 11,220 were by 
writ of fieri facias, 481 by writ of possession, and sixty-two by writ 
of elegit. 

Judges’ chambers.—The number of summonses issued was 39,175, 
and of orders made in chambers 42,750, as compared with 39,559 and 
44,359 in 1888. 

District registries—By an abstract of the p ings in the offices 
of the eighty district registries for the year 1889 it appears that 
there were 26,207 writs of summons i as compared with 
29,293 in 1888, and of the number issued 781 were transferred to 
London. Judgments to the number of 9,108 were entered and 
5,357 executions issued as compared with 10,668 judgments and 
6,401 executions in 1888. The sa by summons in chambers 
amounted to 7,600, and leave to defend was given in 5,988 cases. In 
337 actions the cases were sent to county courts. The appearances 
entered to the 26.207 writs issued numbered 6,959, a continued proof 
that this jurisdiction is serviceable in relieving the High Court of 
many proceedings in which the issue of the writ is only the pre- 
liminary step to a settlement between the parties. The fees taken in 
district registries amounted to £30,327 in 1889 and to £33,462 in 
1888. 

Sittings in Banco.—The i at these sittings relate to 
business on the revenue side of the court as wel! as to other matters, 
and were as follows :—Causes by English information, 2; cases as to 
income tax and appeals against assessment to succession and corpora- 
tion duties, 7 ; motions, 12. 

Probates, &c.—During the year 1889 14,357 probates and 6,608 

inistrations were ted, whereas the numbers in 1888 were 
14,970 probates and 7,239 administrations. Trials in court took place 
to the number of 90, of which 18 were with special juries and 10 
with common juries, and 62 by the judge alone. The amount of fees 
for contentious business was £1,917 as compared with £1,828 in 
1888. The te amount of stamp duty received in England and 
Wales was £4,020,460, of which £2,569,979 was received in London 
and the remainder in the district registries. In 1888 the total 
received was £3,930,316, of which £2,563,441 was received in London. 
The value of effects was sworn at £84,090,632 in 1889 and at 
£93,940,973 in 1888 in London only; in the district registries the 
value of effects was sworn at £51,305,445, which, added to the former 
total, makes an te of £135,396,077 as the value of all estates 
in 1889 as against £145,717,419 in 1888. Probates and administra- 
tions to the number of 29,596 were granted in the district registries. 

Divorce and matrimonial causes.—The number of petitions filed in 
the divorce and matrimonial department in 1889 was 1,698, of which 
528 were for dissolution of marriage, 126 for judicial separation, 2! 
for nullity of marriage, and 25 restitution of con} nights. 
Besides these there were 207 petitions for alimony and maintenance, 
and 10 for variation of marriage settlements. Causes to the number 
of 341 were tried, of which number 32 only were with a jury. There 
were 284 decrees nist for dissolution of i and 7 for nullity, 
and 351 such decrees were made absolute. In addition there were 28 

— for judicial separation and 5 for restitution of conjugal 
ights. 
ap ~There were 466 actions under the admiralty je 
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numbers do not necessarily represent all the admiralty actions, as 
writs for every division of the Supreme Court are issued in the 
Central Office, which keeps no separate account of admiralty writs, so 
that this return only applies to cases in which duplicate writs were 
lodged. The amount claimed in these 466 actions was £876,238, 
whereas in 1888 in 378 actions the amount was £737,590. There were 
39 motions heard in court and 1,391 summonses issued. Under the 
head of references to the registrar assisted by merchants, the total 
number of cases heard and reported upon by the registrar was 113 in 
1889 and 104 in 1888. Costs submitted for taxation amounted to a 
total of £47,352, of which £12,573 were disallowed, leaving only 
£33,779 reported due. The court sat on 123 days, and the er 
with merchants on 101 days. The fees received amounted to £6,874. 

Admiralty marshal.—Vessels arrested numbered 133 in 1889 as 
against 123 in 1888, and the proceeds of property sold under com- 
missions from the court was £14,272; and the fees received amounted 
to £1,086. 

Bankruptcy.—In 1889 there were 4,520 bankruptcies, in which the 
aggregate liabilities was £782,655, and the estimated assets £252,587. 
Petitions to the number of 5,457 were filed, and 4,558 receiving 
orders made thereon; besides these there were 22 orders for the 
administration of deceased debtors’ estates under section 125 of the 
Act. The number of estates administered by the official receiver was 
3,667 as compared with 3,810 in the previous year. There were 1,273 
applications for orders of discharge, of which 872 were granted and 
74 refused, 302 were adjourned, and 25 were left pending. Prosecu- 
tions against fraudulent debtors were conducted by the Public 
Prosecutor in 50 cases, in 43 of which the accused was committed for 
trial. The bills of costs taxed by the taxing masters of the High 
Court and the registrars of the county courts amounted to £199,098, 
of which £23,716 were struck off on taxation. There were appeals to 
the judge in bankruptcy to the number of 55, and to the Court of 
Appeal to the number of 30, as against 63 and 66 in 1888. 


Ecclesiastical courts.—The number of suits in ecclesiastical courts in 
1889 was 1 as against 1 in 1888. There were also 376 suits for 
faculties, and 375 faculties were decreed. The court fees amounted in 
1889 to £542 and in 1888 to £1,468. 

The Court of Appeal.—The two divisions of the Court of Appeal sat 
on 385 days in 1889 as compared with 408 in 1888. They disposed 
of 584 appeals, leaving a remanet of 164 appeals at the end of the 
year. 

Judicial Committee of the Privy Council.—Before this tribunal there 
were 75 appeals entered for hearing in 1889 and 67 were heard and 
determined, 104 remaining for hearing at the end of the year. 
Applications for the extension or confirming of letters patent were 
heard and determined to the number of 2. The fees on appeals 
amounted to £1,837, and in patent cases to £31. 

The House of Lords.—The appeals from England, Ireland, and 
Scotland to the House of Lords in 1889 numbered 72 as against 71 in 
1888. Of these appeals 12 were withdrawn and 13 dismissed for non- 

tion. Judgments were delivered in 48. appeals as against 50 
in 1888." At the end of the session of 1889 there were 5 appeals 
standing for judgment and 33 remained for hearing. The fees 
amounted to £1,810 in 1889 and to £1,969 in 1888. 








REVIEWS. 
NOTARIES. 


A TREATISE ON THE OFFICE AND Practice of A Notary oF Enc- 
LAND. WITH A FULL COLLECTION OF PRECEDENTS. By RicHaRD 
Brooke. Firru Epirion. Edited by Grorce F. Cuampers, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


Sinee the last edition of this work the law relating to bills of ex- 
e has been codified by the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and 
it has been necessary to remodel chapter 7, which deals with 
subject. This the editor has very wisely done by printing the 

in extenso, omitting most of the references to cases which 
before were necessary, and by then adding explanations as to the 

duties of notaries with regard to noting and protesting. The 
the work does not seem to have called for material alteration. 
early chapters deal with the history of the office and the mode 
of appointment of notaries. It isa singular relic of medieval pro- 
cedure that the appointment should still rest, nominally at least, 
with the Archbis ~ He Canterbury. After the chapter on bills of 
exchange follow chapters on ship protests, charter-parties, the 
authentication of deeds, and kindred topics, while the latter part of 
the book contains a collection of precedents sufficient to meet all the 
requirements of a notary’s office. One curious oversight is likely to 
cause a good deal of unnecessary trouble. At p. 163 an indignant 
protest, repeated from previous editions, is salad against the lengthy 


lj 


nyt 


form of statutory declaration given in the schedule to 5 & 6 Will. 4, 





c. 62, butas the form was thus prescribed by Act of Parliament 
it is duly reproduced in all the numerous precedents of which such 
a declaration forms an essential part. The length of the form 
is, of course, due to the circumstance that it incorporates the extra- 
ordinarily long title of the Act itself; but it is unfortunate that the 
editor had not had his attention drawn to section 68 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, which substitutes the short title of ‘‘ The Statutory 
Declarations Act, 1835.” It is not a little singular that a book which 
originally protested against a tiresome and clumsy form should thus 
do its best to perpetuate the form after it has been expressly disowned 
by the Legislature. In this matter we trust that notaries and their 
clerks may be wiser than the book. In other respects they will find 
in it, in a clear and compendious form, all the information they 
specially require. 





THE PARTNERSHIP ACT, 1890. 


THE PARTNERSHIP ACT, 1890, WITH NOTES; BEING A SUPPLEMENT 
TO A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF PARTNERSHIP. By Lord Justice 
LINDLEY, assisted by Sir W. CAMERON GULL, Bart., M.A., and 
WALTER B. LINDLEY, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. WITH AN INTRO- 
DUCTION AND NOTES ON THE LAw OF SCOTLAND, by J. CAMPBELL 
Lorm™mer, LL.B., Advocate. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


It need hardly be said that this is a book which will be found very 
useful; Lord Justice Lindley is, perhaps, the first of living legal 
authors, and in writing this book he has had the advantage of very 
competent assistance. The book consists of the Partnership Act, 
1890, with an introduction and notes on each section. It is pointed 
out in the introduction that the Act amends the law in some small 
particulars (see the sections enumerated at p. 115), and that it 
removes doubts on a few controverted points (see pp. 115, 116), 
but that it makes no important change in the law, except in one 
respect—that is, in the mode of making a partner’s share in the partner- 
ship assets available for the payment of his separate judgment 
debts. The author explains this change in the law as follows :— 
“A fi. fa. fourfded on a judgment obtained against one partner only 
| can no longer be executed against the goods of the firm; but, follow- 
jing the procedure available in the case of public companies, the 





| separate judgment creditor of a partner can obtain an order charging: 


his interest in the partnership assets with the payment of the judg- 
ment debt; and this charge can be enforced by a sale or the appoint- 
ment of a receiver. The other partners can pay off the judgment 
creditor and so obtain the benefit of his charge, which, in this case, 
the judgment debtor will be entitled to redeem; or if his interest is 
ordered to be sold they can buy it, and so get rid both of the judg- 
ment creditor and of the partner against whom the judgment was 
obtained.”” The comparison (p. 14) of the definition of partnership 
given in the Act with other definitions that have been given or sug- 
gested is most interesting and instructive. In the disquisition on 
section 2, which contains rules for determining whether a partner- 
ship exists or not, the author expresses a strong opinion that the 
main rule ‘‘ which has been recognized ever since the case of Cox v. 
Hickman (8 H. L. Cas. 268), and was expressly stated in the present 
Act when it was first introduced into the House of Lords, is that 
regard must be paid to the true contract and intention of the parties 
as appearing from the whole facts of the case” is still law. The 
work also contains addenda to the author’s book on partnership, a 
list of cases, and a copious index. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Company Precedents. Firrn Epirion. By Francois BEAvrorT 
PALMER, assisted by CHARLES MACNAGHTEN, Barristers-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons, Limited. 

The Law of Bankruptcy: A Manual of Practical Law. By 
CHARLES FRANCIS MORRELL, Barrister-at-Law. A, & C. Black. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
APPOINTMENTS IN CHAMBERS. 
[Yo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.} 


_ 8ir,—I quite agree with your correspondent, a ‘‘ Chancery Prac- 
titioner,” that reform is urgently needed in the mode, of appointment 
to the subordinate positions he refers to. 

To secure competency, I would suggest that only solicitors, or 
gentlemen who have served as managing clerks to solicitors for ten 
years at least, be eligible for these appointments. 

It is an injustice that young, untried men, who have neither ex- 
pended time or money in qualtiving, should be thrust into offices 
which they are not competent to fulfil, TEMPLE. 

[A correspondent who writes on the same subject has failed tg 





enclose his name,—Ep. 8..J,] 











Sgr. 


——___. 
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RE STONE v. LICKORISH AND BELLORD. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Would not the difficulty of a solicitor-mortgagee charging 
profit costs be met by a clause in the mort, deed agreeing for 
payment of such costs? I think there is such a clause in one of 
Prideaux’s precedents in a form of mortgage to solicitors to secure 
a current account. D. R. G. 

Newcastle-upon-Tyne, February 26. 

[Certainly ; such a clause should always be inserted.—Ep. S.J.] 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
CLINK +. RADFORD & CO.—No. 1, 3rd March. 
CHARTER-PARTY — CesseR CiAUsSE — Lien — DEMURRAGE. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Pollock, B. The action was 
brought by the owners of the ship Vanduara against the defendants, who 
had chartered the plaintiffs’ ship, for detention at the port of loading. 
The defendants relied on the cesser clause in the charter-party, which was 
in the following terms: ‘‘ Charterers’ liability under this charter-party to 
cease on the cargo being loaded, the owners having a lien on the cargo for 
freight and demurrage.’”’ The charter-party provided that the ship should 
load ‘‘in the usual and customary manner a full and complete cargo of 
coals. . . . The vessel to be loaded as customary. . . The cargo 
to be unloaded at the average rate of not less than 100 tons per working 
day. . . . Charterers to pay demurrage at the rate of 4d. per ton 
register per diem in case of unavoidable accident or other hindrance beyond 
charterers’ control.’’ The ship was detained at the port of loading by a 
strike of labourers for sixteen days beyond the time usual for loading. 
The defendants contended that the alleged liability was such liability as 
by the cesser clause ceased on the ship being loaded ; but Pollock, B., held 
that the cesser clause did not apply, and gave judgment for the plaintiffs 
accordingly. The defendants appealed, but 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esurr, M.R., said that without going into all the cases 
which had been cited—French v. Gerber (2 0. P. D. 247), Kish v. Cory (L. 
R. 10 Q. B. 553), Sanguinetti v. Pacific Steam Navigation Co. (2 Q. B. D. 
238), Lockhart v. Falk (L. R. 10 Ex. 132), and Gray v. Carr (L. R. 6 Q. 
B. 522)—he thought that a rule might be deduced from them which would 
govern the present case. Unless a cesser clause was expressed in terms 
so clear and unambiguous that it could be construed in no other way, the 
court would always be inclined to construe it as not applicable to a breach 
of a charter-party if the result of such a construction was to leave the 
shipowner absolutely without a remedy for a clear breach of the charter. 
Therefore, in this case the court had to see whether the cesser clause was 
expressed in such clear and unmistakable terms as manifestly to cover the 
breach which had taken place. If not, and if it was clear, as in this case, 
that the shipowners had no remedy against any other persons than 
the charterers for the breach, the court would not so construe the 
cesser clause as to leave the shipowner without remedy against 
any one. That was the rule which had been practically adopted by the 
Court of Appeal in all these cases. In this case the breach consisted in 
not loading at the port of loading in the usual and customary time. For 
that breach the shipowners had no remedy against anybody other than 
the charterers. The question, therefore, was, whether ‘‘ demurrage ’’ as 
used in this charter-party could be applicable to detention at the port of 
loading. It was necessary to look at the whole charter-party, and it then 
appeared that while provision as to the rate of demurrage was made in 
the clauses relating to the discharge of the cargo, no similar provision was 
made as to the loading. No doubt the word ‘‘demurrage’’ had two 
meanings, the one its strict mercantile meaning, and the other the 
elastic meaning often given to it by the courts; but in this case there 
was no demurrage which, by any stretching of lan, , could be made 
applicable to delay at the port of loading. It would be unreasonable to 
say that the provisions as to demurrage at the port of discharge could be 
made applicable to detention at the port of loading. The demurrage 
alluded to in the cesser clause was the demurrage in the charter-party— 
that was to say, the demurrage at the port of discharge. No lien was 
given for delay at the port of loading, and therefore the cesser clause 
did not apply to it, for if the cesser clause applied, since no lien was 
given, the shipownersw ould be wholly without remedy. As to the case of 
Bannister v. Breslauer (L. R. 2 C. P. 497), if this decision in any way 
conflicted with it that case could not be supported. Bowskrn, L.J., con- 
curred. No doubt if parties chose they might so frame a cesser clause as 
to emancipate the charterer from every liability. But it was reasonable 
in construing a commercial document such as a cesser clause to t 
the lien created by it to be commensurate with the rights which it 
abandoned, and that was the principle on which the courts had always 
acted, Fry, L.J., eed. The rule to be applied to the construction of 
such clauses was both reasonable and well ascertained—namely, that the 
clause creating the lien and the clause abandoning the liability were to be 
construed as co-extensive. A further reason against the construction 
contended for was that it was very unusual and inconvenient to create a lien 
for an uyliquidated and unascertainable sum such as the dam for the 
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detention at the port of loading would be. ‘The liability spoken of by the 
-party.—Covunsg1, 


cesser clause was a liability ‘‘ under this charter- y; 
clude a liability for damages for the breach of the ¢ 





R. T. Reed, Q.C., and Spokes; Barnes, Q.C., and Leek. Soxicrrors, 
Radford § Frankland ; Lovless § Co. 


BRANDON v. McHENRY—No. 1, 2nd March. 


Banxkrvuptcy—Proor—Drrt—ResEcTion oF Proor—JupDGMENT FOR SAME 
Dest—ANNULMENT OF BANKRUPTCY—EXECUTION ISSUED ON JUDGMENT— 
Bankruptcy Acr, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 71), s. 81. 


Appeal from the order of the Divisional Court (Wills and Wright, 
JJ.) setting aside the execution issued w a judgment. In 1879 the 
defendant filed a liquidation petition the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
The plaintiff sent in a proof for £4,084 for costs incurred as solicitor for 
the defendant. In November, 1883, resolutions were passed a 
compcesition under section 126. On July 15, 1885, the plaintiff, oe 
sent, signed judgment against the defendant for the above sum of £4,084. 
In March, 1886, the defendant was adjudicated bankrupt under the 
power conferred on the court by the last clause of section 126 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1869, and the proofs were transferred to the bankruptcy 


proceedings. e plaintiff did not send in any f upon the judgment. 
aie ieestne in: the Renee lees the proof for the deb. bank- 
ruptcy having been annulled in vin png , the plaintiff subsequently 
issued execution upon the judgment. defendant moved to set aside 
the judgment and the execution. The Divisional Court refused to set 
aside the judgment, but set aside the execution. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) dismissed the — 
They said that, inasmuch as in bankruptcy the court could go i 
the judgment, if the plaintiff had sent in a proof upon the judgment, the 
trustee would have inquired into the consideration for the judgment, and 
would have rejected the proof exactly as he rejected the proof upon the 
simple contract debt. Therefore, in reality, the claim in the upo! 
the judgment would have been for the debt of £4,084. Whether the 
plaintiff proved upon the simple contract debt or upon the judgment, the 
proof was in substance for the same thing. The proof here was upon the 
simple contract debt. The trustee rejected the , and that rejection 
was not appealed against, and was, therefore, That being so, 
section 81 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, upon the annulment of a bank- 
ruptcy ‘‘all acts theretofore done by the trustee ’’ were to be valid. 
rejection of the proof was an act done by the trustee, and , therefore, 
valid. All effective action upon the judgment was put an end to by the 
a of the proof: by the trustee. It was to 
whether the rejection by the trustee would authorize the raf Packs being 
set aside.—CounseL, Murphy, Q.C., Lumley Smith, Q.C., and H. Reed ; Sir 
Edward Clarke, 8.G., and W. B. Allen. Souxscrrors, G. 8. ¢ H. Brandon ; 
Hores § Pattisson. 


SHEPHERD v. BERGER—No. 1, 4th March. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—Proviso FoR RE-ENTRY UPON NON-PAYMENT OF 
Rent—Constrecrion. 


Action by landlord against tenant to recover ion of the demised 
premises. The defendant became tenant to the plaintiff of the premises 
for twenty-one years from the 25th of March, 1889, at the yearly rent of 
£150, payable on the usual quarter days. The lease contained a proviso 
for re-entry ‘‘if and whenever any one quarter’s rent hereby reserved, or 
any part thereof, shall be in arrear for twenty-one days, and no sufficient 
distress can be had or levied for the same.”” On the 25th of March, 1890, 
three quarters’ rent was due, and on the 25th of April, 1890, the plaintiff 
distrained for the three quarters’ rent. On the 14th of May the goods 
distrained upon were sold, and realized £59, after payment of 
leaving more than one quarter’s rent in arrear. On the 25th of May the 
plaintiff brought this action, alleging that there was a quarter's rent in 
arrear, and no sufficient distress on the premises. The action was tried in 
the Mayor’s Court, London, when judgment was given for the plaintiff. 
The Divisional Court (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) entered oo for the 
jr ay on the ground that by distraining the plaintiff had waived the 
orfeiture. 

Tue Court (Lord Esusr, M.R., Bowzn and Fry, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, and entered judgment for the plaintiff. Lord Esusr, M.R., said 


in the lease. The plaintiff, having 
appropriated, as he had a right to do, the proceeds of the di 
first two quarters’ rent. The plaintiff's bringing this action was conclusive 
to shew that he had so ap the The proviso gave a 
right of re-entry “if and w ver’? a quarter’s rent was in arrear 
twenty-one days, and no sufficient distress could be had or levied for the 
same. The words ‘‘and whenever’’ carried the case beyond the time 
when the distress was put in. The moment after the appropriation of the 
of the distress to the first two quarters’ rent remained one 
quarter’s rent in arrear, and there was no sufficient distress on the pre- 
mises. That continued so until the writ in the action was issued. At 
that time there was a quarter’s rent in arrear, and no sufficient distress 
for the same. The tiff, therefore, had a right of entry, and was 
entitled to judgment. Bowszy, L.J., concurred. The fate of the case 
depended upon two words in the proviso for re-entry, ‘‘and whenever.’ 
Those words meant that as often as at any moment of time the two condi- 
tions named in the iso existed, a cause of forfeiture existed. That 
t rid of the difficulty suggested, that there was a single cause of for- 
eiture ing as soon as the quarter’s rent was in arrear, and no sufficient 
distress on the premises. If that was the true construction, at the 
moment when the writ in this action was issued a quarter's rent was in 
arrear, and there was no sufficient distress for the same. Far, L.J., con- 
curred.—Oounss., Henn ins, Q.C., Morton Smith, and W. H. Grigtt’ ; 
H. Kisch. Sourcrrors, Moon ¢ Gilks ; Joseph Davis, 
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WHITWOOD CHEMICAL CO. (LIM.) ». HARDMAN—No. 2, 2nd March. 


Insunction—Contract rok Prrsonat ServicE— AGREEMENT TO GIVE 
WHOLE oF Tirwe—Ansence or NeGativE Worps—Sreciric PEerrorm- 
ANCE. 


This was an appeal by the defendant from a decision of Kekewich, J. 

(noted ante, p. 261), granting an injunction to restrain the defendant, until 
judgment in the action or further order, ‘‘ from giving less than the whole 
of his time to the plaintiff company’s business, in accordance with the 
terms of” an agreement dated July 24, 1889. The agreement provided 
that the defendant should be manager of the company for a term of ten 
years, determinable at the end of the term, or thereafter by three months’ 
notice given on either side, and that ‘‘ the said manager shall give the 
whole of his time to the company’s business; he shall give due diligence 
to the performance of his duties, and shall conform to the reasonable 
requirements of the board of directors.’”” The agreement contained no 
express negative covenant by the defendant. The business of the company 
consisted in working a patent process for carbonization of coal and coal 
shale and the treatment of coal gas for obtaining benzole, solvent 
naphtha, and the like. The defendant was a manufacturing chemist and 
had a special knowledge of this business. In January last the company 
became aware that the defendant was engaged in the formation of a 
rival company, to carry on a similar business under the same process in the 
immediate neighbourhood of the plaintiff company’s works. Of this com- 
pany the defendant was to be « director, and he was to invest a large sum 
as capital therein. The plaintiffs moved for an interlocutory injunction to 
restrain the defendant from setting up any business, or entering into any 
agreement or making any engagement with any person or company (other 
than the plaintiff company), by reason cf which the whole of the defendant’s 
time would cease to be devoted to the business of the plaintiff company, or 
by which the defendant would be prevented from carrying out the agreement 
of July 24, 1889, and in particular from assisting in the formation of, and 
from becoming a director, manager, or agent of, any company or — 
— now or hereafter to be formed for the purpose of carrying on a business 
and manufacture similar to those carried on by the plaintiff company. 
Kekewich, J., thought that Lumley v. Wayner (1 De G. M. & G. 604) and 
Montague v. Flockton (.. R. 16 Eq. 189) applied, and he granted an injunc- 
tion in the terms above stated. 


Tue Court (Liypiey and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. Linp.ey, 
L.J., said that, if the defendant had committed a breach of the agreement, 
the plaintiffs had a good ground of complaint. The question was one of 
remedy. There were various remedies—dismissal of the defendant, or an 
action for damages, or injunction. The plaintiffs had disregarded the 
first two remedies, but they came to the court for an injunction. The 

uestion was, whether an injunction in the terms of the order of Kekewich, 
-, or substantially in those terms, ought to have been granted, having 
regard to the principles upon which the court acted in cases of this nature ? 
The agreement contained no negative covenant. The parties had not ex- 
pressly stipulated that the defendant should not do that of which the 
plaintiffs now complained. The agreement was entirely in the affirmative. 
‘That enabled the court to see more clearly what the parties had in con- 
templation when they entered into the agreement. Of course every agree- 
ment to do a particular thing involved the negative that nothing would be 
done contrary to it. But it did not follow that, because a person had 
agreed to do a particular thing, he was to be restrained by injunction 
from doing the contrary. The court was dealing here with an agreement 
of a particular class—a contract of service—and as a general rule the court 
did not grant an injunction to prevent a breach of such an agreement. 
His lordship referred to Lumley v. Wagner and Wolverhampton and Walsall 
Railway Co. v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (L. R. 16 Eq. 433). 
What injunction could be granted in the present case which would not be 
in substance and effect an order for specific performance of the agreement ? 
In doing that the court would be going far beyond Lumley v. Wagner and 
Montaguev. Flockton. The court did not in general grant specific performance 
of a contract for personal service. Was there anything in the present case to 
take it out of that principle’ Reliance had been placed by the plaintiffs 
on Montague v. Flockton, but he thought that Malins, V.C., had arrived 
at his decision in that case by reason of a misunderstanding of Lumley v. 
Wagner. Apart from Montague v. Flockton, there was no case which war- 
rauted the granting of an injunction in a case like the present. It lay 
upon the plaintiffs to shew that there was something which justified what 
had cade, His lordship agreed that no definite line could be drawn, 
but he confessed that he looked upon Lumley v. Wagner as an anomaly—an 
anomaly to be followed in similar cases, but not to be extended. Kay, 
L.J., concurred. It was clear from the terms of the notice of motion that 
what the plaintiffs were trying to do was, to prevent the defendant from 
setting up a riva] busmess, and thus injuring their business. But the de- 
t never contracted not to set up arival business. Webster v. 

Dillon (3 Jur. N. 8. 432), which had been cited, was decided without argu- 
ment, the defendant not appearing, and, therefore, could be disregarded. 
Montague v. Flocktom proceeded upon a misapprehension of the grounds of 
the decision of Lord St. Leonards in Lumley y. Wagner. There had been 
a very few cases—of which De Mattos v. Gibson (4 De G. & J. 276) was an 
ens which the court had granted an injunction to restrain a 
breach of agreement, although there was no negative covenant. But such 
cases were very rare, and were not to be followed without extreme con- 
sideration. With the exception of Webster v. Dillon ond Montague v. 
Fluckton, bis lordship knew of no case in which the court had interfered 
es an injunction to restrain a breach of a contract of per- 
service.—Counxse:., Marten, Q.C., and Archibald Brown ; Warming- 

ry. QC., and Dibdin. Senscrrons, Vineent & Vincent ; West, King, Adams, 

%. ; 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


ELLIS v. DADSON AND OTHERS AND ELLIS & CO.—Chitty, J., 27th 
February. 


Company—InsuncT1Ion—RESOLUTION FOR VOLUNTARY LiqurpATION—RESOLvU- 
Tron Unrra Vires—Compantss Act, 1862, s. 129. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff, a member of a company consisting of 
seven members only, for an interim injunction to restrain the other six 
shareholders and also the company from confirming a preliminary special 
resolution passed by the company under section 129 of the Companies Act, 
1862, for its voluntary liquidation. It appeared that the company was 
incorporated with a small capital for the purpose of working a 
patent belonging to the patentee. The plaintiff was the holder of fifty 
founders’ shares, entitled to half the profits of the company, and the 
remaining capital of the compauy consisted of 500 ordinary shares, which 
were entitled to the other half of the profits. The 500 ordinary shares, with 
the exception of five belonging to five of the seven original subscribing 
members, were held by the defendant Dadson. The founders’ shares 
carried no more voting power than the same number of ordinary shares. 
It was contended by the plaintiff that under the company’s articles of 
association there was an implied contract between all the members of the 
company that its undertaking should continue for the term of the 
letters patent, and, that being so, the company could not put an end to its 
contract, and by calling in aid the provisions of the Companies Act, go into 
voluntary liquidation before the patent had expired, the articles of associa- 
tion being, as between the members of the company, as binding as if the 
case had been one of a partnership, The defendants, on the other hand, 
submitted that a company could not contract itself out of the statute : 
Walker v. London Tramways Co. (28 W. R. 163, 12 Ch. D. 705). 

Currry, J., said that on the true construction of the articles there was 
in fact no such contract, express or implied, for the continuation of the 
company as had been contended for by the plaintiff. Moreover, the com- 

ison between a company and a partnership was an imperfect analogy. 
A partnership was governed and regulated by provisions set out in a part- 
nership deed. A company was governed by the Act of Parliament which 
enabled it to be incorporated. It would require a very strong case indeed 
to justify the coust in displacing the paramount statutory power of wind- 
ing up the company because of something contained in special articles of 
the company. He dismissed the motion, with costs.—CovnseL, Farwell, 
Q.C., and G@. Henderson; Byrne, Q.C., and Percy Wheeler. Soxtcrrors, 7. 
Wilkinson ; Steadman, Van Praagh, § Sons. 


BONNARD v. PERRYMAN—North, J., 3rd March. 
LipeL—INsguNcTION—NEWSPAPER—INTERLOCUTORY INJUNCTION. 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs in the action, who carried on busi- 
ness in partnership as financial agents, for an injunction to restrain the 
defendants, Perryman and Allen, from selling, circulating, or com- 
municating to any person any copy of a newspaper called the Financial 
Observer and Mining Herald of the 7th of February, 1891, containing an 
article headed, ‘‘ The Fletcher Mills of Providence, Rhode Island,’’ or 
the article in any form, and from printing or publishing in that newspaper, 
or otherwise, any statement imputing to the plaintiffs, or either of them, 
fraudulent or dishonest conduct in connection with the promotion or float- 
ing companies, or imputing or suggesting that the plaintiffs had bribed, 
suborned, or conspired with the proprietor or editor of a paper called 
the Financial News, or any other newspaper proprietor or other person, or 
that they had been guilty of stealing or any other dishonest conduct. 
The name of the defendant Perryman appeared in the Financial Observer as 
the printer, publisher, and proprietor of that newspaper, and he was also 
the editor. The other defendant was sued as being the actual printer of 
the number in question. The article spoke of the plaintiffs as Jews, and 
imputed to them various dishonest conduct and sharp practices in connec- 
tion with the promotion of certain companies, and insinuated that they 
were persons of no means. 

Noxrtu, J., said that the question was, whether he should grant an 
interlocutory injunction to restrain the publication of an alleged libel. 
No one could read the article without seeing that it was of a serious 
character, that it might affect the property and pockets of the plaintiffs, and 
that, unless the statements contained in it could be justified at the trial, a 
jury would give the plaintiffs substantial ddmages. The defendants had 
urged that the question ought not to be tried now, and that a jury was a much 
better tribunal for the trial of it. His lordship agreed that that was s0. 

But he had to consider whether the publication should be allowed to con- 

tinue till the trial—that is, whether he ought to grant an interlocutory in- 

junction. The principles on which the court acted had been considered 
in several cases, one of which was The Quartz Hill Consolidated Gold Mining 
Co. v. Beall (20 Ch. D. 501). There the action was brought to restrain the 
further publication among the shareholders of a company of a circular 
which contained strong tions on the conduct of the promoters and 

directors. And Jessel, M.R., said (at p. 507):—‘‘ There is jurisdiction in 

a proper case upon interlocutory application to restrain the further publi- 

cation of a libel. But the question as to whether the jurisdiction, though 

existing, has been properly exercised is quite different. It is a jurisdic- 

tion which must be very carefully exercised. No doubt there are cases in 

which it would be quite proper to exercise it, as, for instance, the case of 

an atrocious libel wholly unjustified and inflicting the most serious injury 

on the plaintiff. But, on the other hand, where there is a case to try, and 

no immediate injury to be expected from the further publication of the 

libel, it would be very dangerous to restrain it by interlocutory injunction. 


His a entirely accepted that as binding upon him, and intended to 





be gove 


by it. Then, with regard to the question whether an intey- 
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locutory injunction was required, Jessel, M.R., said (at p. 508) :—‘‘ The 
injunction is to restrain future publication. Now, the circular in question 
has been issued to all the shareholders; there is no allegation, either on 
the writ, or the statement of claim, or the affidavit, of any intention on the 
of the defendant to issue any more circulars, nor can I infer such in- 
tention, because it is alleged that he has issued the circular to all the 
shareholders. There is no ground, therefore, for interference. The act is 
t, the mischief has been done—if mischief there is—and there is no 
ground for the intervention of the court before the trial.” If that 
were so in the present case, his lordship would refuse to grant an 
interlocutory injunction. But how did the matter stand here? On 
the evidence his lordship came to the conclusion that it was the deliberate 
intention of the defendant Perryman to continue the publication of the 
number of the 7th of February, and he had refused to undertake not to do 
so or not to reprint the article. His lordship must, therefore, deal with 
the case on its merits. In the Quartz Hill case Jessel, M.R., said (at p. 
508) :—‘‘ In the present case I think that the objections to the exercise of 
the jurisdiction are at least three. In the first place, the alleged libel is 
not proved te be untrue. Now for a plaintiff to come to a court and say, 
‘Prevent the publication of something which I do not prove to be untrue’ 
is a very strong thing indeed. No doubt it has been said in some cases 
that the greater the truth the greater the libel ; but that does not apply to 
interlocutory injunctions. As a general rule the plaintiff who applies for 
an interlocutory injunction must shew the statement to be untrue.’’ 
Jessel, M.R., went on to point out that in that case the plaintiffs had given 
no evidence that the Wael was untrue, and that the defendant had pledged 
his oath that he verily believed it to be true. For that reason the court 
declined to interfere by interlocutory injunction. In the present case his 
lordship came to the conclusion that in several material points the article 
had been proved to be untrue. The statements were all generally and 
categorically denied by the plaintiffs, and they had not been cross- 
examined. The defendants’ denials were only general, and his lordship 
was satisfied that in the material points the article was proved to be un- 
true. He was also satisfied that the defendant had been misleading the 
court with regard to his intention of continuing to sell the article, and his 
lordship could not trust his evidence about what he would be able to prove 
at the trial. The third point referred to by Jessel, M.R., in the Quartz 
Hill case was the question of privileged communication and the proof of 
express malice. That question did not arise in the present case, for 
privilege was not set up by the defendant, and therefore it was not 
necessary to go into the question of express malice. It was urged 
that, if his lordship granted an interlocutory injunction, he would 
fill the court with applications for interlocutory injunctions to restrain 
the publication of alleged libels. His lordship was not alarmed at that 
prospect. If an interlocutory injunction ought not to be granted in 
the present case he could not conceive any case in which it would be 
granted ; and yet the authorities were clear that there were cases in which 
such an injunction would be granted. His lordship was satisfied that, if 
the matter were to go before a jury on the present evidence, there was not 
a jury in England which would find a verdict for the defendant. If they 
did so, the court would direct a new trial. Of course, this did not touch 
the case which might be made by the defendant at the trial of the action ; 
it was quite possible that he might be able to justify the article then. 
What his lordship had said so far applied to the defendant Perryman only. 
As to the defendant Allen, his lordship could not grant an injunction 
against him if he did not grant one against Perryman. And, if an injunc- 
tion were granted against Perryman, all that the plaintiffs wanted would 
be done, and it would be unnecessary to grant an injunction against 
Allen. Therefore, no injunction would be granted against him. The 
defendant Allen’s costs would be made costs in the action; the plaintiffs’ 
costs would be made costs in the action as against both defendants. As to 
the terms of the injunction, his lordship thought the notice of motion 
went too far. His lordship granted an injunction “‘ restraining the defend- 
ant Perryman, his servants and agents, until after the trial of the action, 
or until further order, from selling, circulating, or delivering, or com- 
municating to any person or persons, or permitting to be sold, or circu- 
lated, or delivered, or communicated to any person or persons, any copy of 
the Financial Observer and Mining Herald of the 7th of February, 1891, con- 
taining an article headed ‘The Fletcher Mills, of Providence, Rhode 
Island,’ or of the said article, and from printing, or publishing, or selling, 
&e., any copy of the said article, or any extract therefrom, or material 
portion thereof, so far as the same affects the plaintiffs or either of them.’’ 
—CounseL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Dunham ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
E. Vernon ; Eve. Souicrrors, Watson §& Watson ; John Vernon, Son, § Co. 


AINLEY, SONS, & CO. ». THE KIRKHEATON LOCAL BOARD— 
Stirling, J., 27th February. 
PottutIon or StreaM—LocaL Boarp — Manpamvs—Insunction—Pvsiic 
Heattu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 55), ss. 15, 17, 21, 157. 

The question in this case was whether a local board was entitled to dis- 
connect private drains from a sewer under their control by virtue of 
rection 21 of the Public Health Act, 1875, under the following circum- 
stances :—The plaintiffs were manufacturers at Kirkheaton, where they 
had extensive works, employing some 300 or 400 hands. For the accom- 
modation of these workpeople some twenty-one water-closets were erected 
and connected with a sewer, so far back, at all events, as the year 1883. 
This sewer was originally an (pen water-course, which flowed into another 
water-course, known as the Kirk Ings Beck. The owner of land situated on 
the hanks of this latter stream took proceedings as against both the local 
board and the plaintiffs to prevent them from allowing sewage to flow into 
this stream. As against the board these proceedings had been discon- 


_ tinued, but were still pending as against the plaintiffs. The owner of the 








house on wig her Beck further took 
compel the to make a system of drainage, and these were 
ordered to stand over by the Divisional Court on the board’s undertaking 
either to disconnect the _ tiffs’ drains or give them notice under the 
Rivers Pollution Act. The board had ingly given the plaintiffs 
formal notice of their intention to close the connection between their 
private drains and the sewer, under section 21 of the Public Health Act, 
= the plaintiffs now moved for an injunction to restrain them from so 
oing. 

Srmute, J., after stating the facts, said that the question now was 
whether the defendant board had the statutory power which they claimed, 
or, rathtr, whether it extended to the present case. Section 21 provided 
that ‘‘ the owner or occupier of any premises within the district of a local 
authority shall be entitled to cause his drains to empty into the sewers of 
that authority on condition of his giving such notice as may be required 
by that authority of his intention so to do, and of complying with the 
regulations of that authority in respect of the mode in which the communi- 
cations between such drains and sewers are to be made, and subject to 
the control of any m who may be appointed by that authority to 
superintend the making of such communications. Any person causing a 
drain to empty intoa sewer of a local authority without complying with the 
provisions of this section shall be liable to a penalty not exceeding £20, 
and the local authority may close any communication between a drain and 
sewer made in contravention of this section, and may recover in a summary 
manner from the person so offending any expenses incurred by them under 
this section.’’ It was said that the right conferred upon the owner or 
occupier by this section was not absolute, but subject to section 17 of the 
same Act, with which section 15 must also be read. Upon the construc- 
tion of these two sections, 15 and 17, he had been referred to Glossop v. 
Heston and Isleworth Local Board (28 W. R. 111,12 Ch. D. 102), where 
James, L.J., gave a clear e ition of them. Adopting this interpretation 
here, it seemed that the ] board was bound to construct all necessary 
sewers, and to see that the sewers so made did not convey any noxious 
matter into any natural stream. Section 17 affected the local board, and 
the right conferred by section 21 was to drain into the existing sewers, 
which the board was bound to see were so arranged as not to contravene 
the provisions of section 17. Here, however, he could not have regard to 
section 17 at all. The plaintiffs complained that the defendants were 
coming dbrevi manu to cut off their drain from the sewer, a most incon- 
venient and dangerous course. Ifthe plaintiffs were committing a nuis- 
ance, the defendants must come to the court in another pi ing, and 
the court would give the plaintiffs time to make any necessary alterations. 
But section 21 was here relied on, and it was said that this connection 
had been made in contravention of it, because the plaintiffs had not given 
notice of their intention to connect their drains. That raised the ques- 
tion, what notice was in fact required by the local board? He had 
referred to No. 16 of the Bye-laws, which clearly applied only to new 
buildings, and not to old ones at all; and this became still more clear 
upon looking at section 157 of the Public Health Act. It was clear that 
the bye-law did not apply in terms to this case, and he ought not to 
hold that such a penal section applied, unless bound to do so. The 
defendants had no such right as they claimed under section 21, and the 
plaintiffs were not shewn to have made this connection in contravention of 
it, and the injunction asked for must be granted. By consent the 
hearing of the motion was treated as the trial of the action, and the 
injunction made —_ ual.—CounsgeL, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Bards- 
well; Cyril Dodd, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady. Soxicrrors, Brook, Freeman, & 
Batley ; Van Sandau § Co., for Mills § Nalder, Huddersfield. 


Re SOUTH METROPOLITAN BREWING AND BOTTLING CO. (LIM.)— 
Kekewich, J., 3rd March. 
Company—Wixpinc vurp—ORDER NOT DRAWN UP BY Pertrrionsr—Pro- 
vistonaL Liqvurparor—OrrictaL Receiver. 


In this case an order had been made by the court to wind up the com- 
pany, but had not been drawn up by the petitioner. Under the present 
procedure, until the winding-up order is drawn up and perfected the 
official receiver does not become the provisional liquidator. This was an 
application ex parte for a direction that a creditor of the company, who 
had not, however, ap on the hearing of the petition, might be 
permitted to draw up the order. It was stated that in the interests of the 
creditors and contributories it was necessary that steps should be taken in 
a debenture-holders’ action against the company, pending before Stirling, 
J., to question the validity of the debentures, that steps were being 
taken in that action to realize the property of the company comprised in 
the debentures. 

Kexewtcn, J., made the order accordingly.—Counsat, Emden. Soxrcrror, 
J. W. Stocker. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. +. HOWARD SMITH—2nd March. 


Bor.sr Exrtoston—Dxrintron or Borsr—Expioston rm Coat Mixe— 
Bortsr Exprostons Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vier. c. 22), ss. 3, 4—Borcrr 
Exptosrons Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vier. c, 35), 3. 2. 


The question in this case was whether an inquiry could be held under 
the provisions of the Boiler Explosions Act, 1832, as to an explosion of a 
steam pipe which connected four boilers on the surface of the ground 
with a pumping engine in a pit of the Tyne Coal Co.'s Collieries at Heb- 
burn. The place where the explosion took » was near the engine, 


and about 1,300 feet distant from the boilers. Two men were scalded to 
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death by the steam which escaped. The proprietors had obtained a rule 
nist for a writ of prohibition restraining the commissioners appointed by 
the Board of Trade from holding the inquiry; they contended that this 
pipe was not a boiler within the meaning of the Act, and that the case 
came within the exception stated in section 4, and that consequently any 
inquiry must be by crder of the Home Office under the Coal Mines 
Regulation Act, 1872. Boiler is defined by section 3 as ‘‘any closed 
vessel used for generating steam or for heating water or for heating other 
liquids or into which steam is admitted for heating, steaming, boiling, or 
aus similar purposes.’’ Section 4 provides that the Act shall not apply 
** to any boiler used exclusively for domestic purposes, &c., . . . oF 
to any boiler explosion into which an inquiry may be held under the pro- 
visions cf the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1872, and the Metalliferous 
Mines Regulation Act, 1872, or either of them.’’ On behalf of the Board 
of Trade (shewing cause against the rule) it was said that section 4 had 
been repealed by section 2 of the Boiler Explosions Act, 1890, which 
enacts: ‘‘So much of section 4 of the Boiler Explosions Act, 1882, as re- 
lates to any boiler other than a boiler used in the service of her Majesty, 
or used exclusively for domestic purposes, is hereby repealed, and the 
said Act shall apply in the case of any boiler explosion occurring on 
board a British ship.”’ 

Cave, J., was of opinion’ that the rule should be discharged. It had 
been argued that the last two exceptions in section 4 of the Act of 1882 
had not been repealed by the Act of 1890, those exceptions relating, not 
to boilers, but to boiler explosions. The section was difficult of construc- 
tion, and might have been expressed more clearly ; but it was impossible 
to say that the part which mentioned boiler explosions did not also relate 
to boilers. If there had been provisions in the Act of 1882 regarding 
cleaning or repairing of boilers as well as regarding explosions, such pro- 
visions would all relate to boilers. Certainly ‘‘ boiler’? was the word 
used in the earlier part of the section and “‘ boiler explosion”? in the 
later, but it was impossible upon that account to restrict the application 
of the section in the way suggested ; the section was, however, as diffi- 
cult of construction as possible. Giving the natural construction to the 
words used, he had come to the conclusion that the latter part of the sec- 
tion had been repealed by the Act of 1890. As to the second point, he 
was of opinion that this pipe, down to the point where the explosion 
took place, was part of a boiler within the definition clause in the Act of 
1882. Certainly an explosion taking place in that pipe was as much 
within the mischief of the Act as an explosion in any of the other parts 
of the apparatus; the whole thing was one ‘closed vessel used for 
generating steam.’”’ Cuantzs, J., concurred. He was clearly of opinion 
that this vessel was a boiler within the meaning of the Act. As to the 
other point, he had felt considerable doubt, but he thought that it would 
be giving too narrow a construction to section 2 of the Act of 1890 if it 
were to be limited to ‘‘ any boiler on board a steamship having a cértifi- 
cate from the Board of Trade,’’ as the construction contended for would 
do. Section 2 must be taken to have repealed section 4 of the earlier 
Act, except such part as is expressly excepted in section 2. Rule dis- 
charged.—CovnstL, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Sir E. Clarke, S.G., and 
Henry Sutton; Moulton, Q.C., and Danckwerts. So.tcrrors, The Solicitor 
to the Board of Trade ; Roweliffes § Rawle, for Phillipson, Cooper, §& Goodyer, 
Newcastle-on-Tyne. 


SEAGROVE +. PARKS—26th February. 


Pracrice—Service or Writ out or Jurispiction—British SHIP IN 
Forricn Warters—R. 8. C., XI., 4. 


This was an appeal ex parte from the decision of Denman, J., in 
chambers, refusing an application of the plaintiff for leave to serve the 
writ of summons out of the jurisdiction. The defendant was an officer 
in her Majesty’s Navy, and (according to the plaintiff’s affidavit) was at 
present ‘‘on board H.M.S. Cockatrice, in the Mediterranean, out of the 
jurisdiction.’”” The affidavit did not state more precisely at what place 
the defendant was to be found. Ord. 11, r. 4, provides that ‘‘ every 
application for leave to serve such writ or notice on a defendant out of the 
jurisdiction shall be supported by affidavit or other evidence, stating that 
ia the belief of the deponent the plaintiff has a good cause of action, and 
shewing in what place or country such defendant is, or probably may be 
found, and whether such defendant is a British subject or not, and the 
grounds upon which the application is made; and no such leave shall be 
granted unless it shall be made sufficiently to appear to the court or judge 
that the case is a proper one for service out of the jurisdiction under this 
order.”” In two actions by the same plaintiff against naval officers also 
serving in the Mediterranean Fleet leave had been granted by Vaughan 
Williams, J., and Lawrance, J., respectively, for service of the writ out 
of the jurisdiction (Seagrove v. Wilkin and Seagrove v. Wroughton). 

Tue Covurr (Cave and Cuarres, JJ.) were of opinion that a British ship 
in foreign waters was not a foreign place, and declined to give leave to 
issue the writ. Appeal dismissed.—Covnser, Montagu Lush. Soxicrrors, 
Seagrove & Woods. 


Re BELLENCONTRE—26th February. 


ExtRrapirion—W anrant—Descrirtion or Ovrvence—Fraup ny Bater— 
Emnezziement—Extnanition Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 52)—Larceny 
Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 96), 8s. 75, 76. 

In this case Sir John Bridge, the chief metropolitan magistrate, had 
committed Bellencontre to Holloway Prison with a view to his extradition 
to the French authorities. The prisoner had been a netary at Tours, and 
was alleged to have misappropriated various sums of money which had 
been intrusted to him in his capacity of notary. The words used to 


charged were ‘‘ détourné et dissipé.’? In the English translation of the 
French warrant the offences mentioned were ‘‘ embezzlement and mis. 
appropriation.’”” The warrant of the Home Secretary, issued under the 
Extradition Act, 1870, specified ‘‘ fraud as a bailee.”’ The prisoner was 
brought before Sir John Bridge at Bow-street Police Station, and wag 
committed by him for ‘‘ frauds by a bailee, and frauds as an agent.’’ He 
then obtained a rule nisi for a writ of habeas corpus directing his dis- 
charge from custody, on the grounds (amongst others) that the English 
warrants were bad for not stating the same crime as was specified in the 
French warrant, and that there was no evidence of fraud as a bailee 
against the prisoner. 


Tue Court (Cave and Wits, JJ.) held that the rule must be dis. 
charged. Cave, J., said that the first or technical objection to the 
warrants failed. The French warrant stated that the prisoner was in 
nineteen cases guilty of fraudulent misappropriation of money which had 
been intrusted to him in his character of notary; that was a perfectly 
good offence under clause 18 of article 3 of the Extradition Treaty with 
France. The expression used in the warrant of the Secretary of State was 
fraud as an agent or bailee, and that was wider than the terms of the 
French warrant. But that was no objection; all that was necessary was 
to cali the attention of the magistrate to what he was required to do in 
the case, and it was enough if attention were drawn to a crime (such as 
‘* fraud by a bailee’’) which expressed in a general form what was put 
more specifically in the foreign warrant. Then the magistrate had to 
consider whether such a fraud by a bailee had been committed as would be 
punishable by English law; that the magistrate had done, and the 
result of his inquiry was correctly stated in his warrant. That objection, 
therefore, failed. The substantial point in the case was whether the evi- 
dence established a primd facie case that a crime punishable by English 
law had been committed. In French law the crime was abus de confiance, 
or fraudulent misappropriation—a wide and general definition which 
embraced many cases which, unfortunately, were not within the English 
law on the same subject. In English law a person was responsible asa 
bailee where the article had to be redelivered in specie, but not where he 
was at liberty to convert it into something else before redelivery. The 
charges against the prisoner did not make out an offence of that nature. 
Section 75 of the Larceny Act of 1861 provided for the punishment of 
fraudulent baileeg of a particular class—bankers, attorneys, and agents; 
but in that case the English law (differing from the French law) required 
a direction in writing as to the disposal of the property, and therefore a 
charge under that section could not be sustained against the prisoner. 
Section 76, again, was narrower than the French law, for it related only 
to certain classes of bailees, and the property must have been intrusted 
for safe custody ; but as to four out of the nineteen cases which were 
brought forward against the prisoner, it appeared that there was evidence 
which would justify the committal of the prisoner for the crime specified 
in that section. It was objected that the prisoner was really charged 
with embezzlement, and that he was not a clerk or servant; but the word 
embezzlement really had a wider signification ; the crimes specified in sec- 
tions 75 and 76 were forms of embezzlement; and, besides, embezzlement 
was merely the translation of the more comprehensive terms used in the 
French warrant. Therefore, the objections failed, and the rule must be 
discharged. Wruts, J., concurred. It was sufficient if the terms used in 
the English warrant corresponded in substance with those of the French 
warrant. It was humiliating to think that a large part of the crimes 
alleged against this prisoner were not punishable by English law. But 
fortunately section 76 was applicable to four of the charges. It was said 
that because some of the charges upon which the prisoner was committed 
were not punishable by English law, therefore the warrant was bad 
altogether. That was not so; it was sufficient to justify extradition if 
there were facts establishing that some crimes, according to English law, 
had been committed. Rule discharged.—Counszt, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., 
Sir E. Clarke, 8.G., and H. Sutton; J. P. Grain and Eldridge. Soxtcrrors, 
The Solicitor to the Treasury ; Solomon Myers. 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re MIRAMS—Q. B. Div., 20th February. 


Bankruptcy or CLERGYMAN—CHAPLAIN OF WorRKHOUSE—CHARGE GIVEN ON 
Satary—Vauimity or Cuarce—Pvusuic Poutcy. 


In this case the bankrupt is chaplain at the Birmingham Workhouse 
and Workhouse Infirmary, his joint stipend or salary being £250 per 
annum. The joint appointment is solely in the hands of the Birmingham 
Guardians, and the chaplain is elected by a majority of votes, his salary 
being paid out of the rates. The case arose out of a motion made in the 
county court by the official receiver as trustee of the bankrupt’s estate, 
for a declaration that the stipend or salary of the bankrupt as chaplain to 
the Birmingham Guardians vested in him as trustee in the bankruptcy, 
and to restrain one W. G. Coulton from receiving anysportion of the said 
stipend or salary, which he claimed in respect of an assignment given to 
him by the bankrupt to secure payment of the sum of £49. The considera- 
tion for the assignment was admitted, but it was contenddd on behalf of 
the trustee in the county court, that any assignment of the bankrupt’s 
stipend was voia or voidable as being contrary to public policy—(1) because 
the bankrupt was a public officer, holding a public appointment and paid 
out of the public funds ; (2) because he was a clerk in holy orders and his 
salary was payable to him in respect of the care of souls and the conduct 
of the services of the church. It was contended for the respondent that 


the office held by the bankrupt was not an office of State, to which alove 





describe his offence in article 408 of the French code, under which he was 
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20, which related solely to charges by beneficed clergy on their benefices. 
The question, being one of difficulty, was referred in the form of a special 
case by the county court judge to the High Court fordecision, the questions 
for the opinion of the High Court being—(1) whether the assignment to 
Mr. Coulton was void or voidable in so far as related to the assignment of 
or charge upon the aforesaid stipend; (2) whether the said salary or 
stipend vested in the trustee as and when received by the bankrupt. 

Cave, J., said that the question was whether a charge given by the 
bankrupt on his salary as chaplain of the Birmingham Workhouse and 
Workhouse Infirmary was void on the ground of public policy. As was 
well known, certain kinds of contracts had been held void at common law 
on this ground, a branch of the law, however, which certainly should not be 
extended, as judges were more to be trusted as interpreters of the law 
than as expounders of what was called public policy. e court had been 
referred to Grenfell v. Dean and Canons of Windsor (2 Beav. 544) and Er 
parte Huggins (21 Ch. D. 85) as containing the clearest exposition of the 
law on this subject. In the former case it was pointed out that in order 
to avoid the assignment of the pay or salary of an officer on this and, 
the office must be a public one, or in some way connected with the public 
service, and that the public was interested not only in the performance 
from time to time of the duties of the office, but also in the fit state of 
preparation of the party having to perform them. On the former ground 
the pay or salary of persons in the service of the Crown, and on the latter 
ground the half-pay of officers in the military or naval service could not 
be assigned. Similarly, in Ex parte Huggins, it was laid down that pay 
given to induce persons to keep themselves ready for the service of 
the Crown, and pay for actual services rendered to the Crown, could 
not be assigned. On these grounds it was held that the salary 
of a clerk of the peace, a freehold office connected with the 
administration of justice, could not be assigned: Palmer v. Bate 
(2 Brod. & Bing. 673). Nor could the salary of an assistant 
parliamentary counsel to the Treasury: Cooper v. Reilly (2 Sim. 560). 
It was in consequence of some of the expressions made use of by 
the Master of the Rolls in Grenfell v. Dean and Canons of Windsor 
that the present case had been stated for the opinion of the High Court, 
the county court judge entertaining some doubt whether a clergy- 
man having the care of souls was not a public officer within the meaning 
of the principle in question. Those doubts, though natural, did not 
appear to be warranted by any decided case. It had never been held that 
a clergyman having the care of souls, was a public officer, and the 
doctrine in question ought not to be extended. At common law a beneficed 
clergyman could charge his benefice, and although that was made unlaw- 
ful by the 13 Eliz. c. 20, yet when that Act was repealed by the 43 Geo. 
3, c. 84 in 1803, a charge given between 1803 and 1817, when the 43 
Geo. 3, c. 84 was repealed and the 13 Eliz. c. 20 was revived by the 57 Geo. 
3, c. 99, was held valid: Metcalfe v. The Archbishop of York (1 My. & Cr. 
547). To make the office a public office the pay must come out of the 
national and not out of Jocal funds; the office must be public in the strict 
sense of that term. It was not enough that the due discharge of the 
duties of the office should be for the public benefit in a secondary and 
remote sense. The answer to the first question, therefore, must be that 
the charge was not invalid on the ground suggested. With regard to the 
second question, during the continuance of the bankruptcy and of the 
office the salary subject to the charge vested in the trustee as property 
of the bankrupt within section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, subject to 
the power of the court to make an order under section 53, sub-section (2), 
appropriating the salary in the manner therein pointed out.—Covunset, 
Muir Mackenzie; T. W. Chitty. Sotrcrrors, The Solicitor to the Board of 
Trade ; Hulbert § Crowe for Coulton, Birmingham. 





LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


At the sixteenth annual general meeting of the society, held on the 
26th ult.—Present: Mr. Joseph Binney in the chair, and Messrs. Allen, 
Ashington, J. C. Auty, Bagshawe, C. Barker, Bennett, A. J. Binney, J. 
Binney, Bowman, Braiisford, Bramley, G. E. Branson, Bromley, Chambers, 
W. E. Clegg, Cole, Esam, Foster, Greaves, F. L. Harrop (Rotherham), 
Howe, Kesteven, A. E. Maxfield, Neal, D. M. Nicholson, Parker, Pickford 
(Rotherham), Porrett, Pye-Smith, C. H. Smith, W. Smith, W. F. Smith, 
Tasker, Taylor, Van Wart, Vickers, Wells (Eckington), J. B. Wheat, 
A. M. Wilson, and Willis (Rotherham). 

The notice convening the meeting, and the report, as printed, having 
been taken as read, it was resolved :— 

1. That the report presented by the committee be received, confirmed, 
and adopted. 

2. That the accounts of Mr. Broomhead-Colton- Fox, the treasurer for the 
past year, be approved and passed, and that the thanks of the society be 
given to him for his services. 

3. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Joseph Binney, 
the president, for the ability with which he has filled the office, and the 
consideration he has given to his duties during the past year. 

4. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Herbert 
Bramley for the able manner in which he has discharged the office of 
honorary secretary from the commencement of the society. 

5. That the best thanks of the society be given to the gentlemen who 
have served on the committee for the past year. 

6. That Mr. Arthur Wightman be elected the president; Mr. Tarry 


Walker Chambers be elected the vice-president; Mr. Broomhead-Colton- 
Fox be re-elected the treasurer; and Mr, Herbert Bramley be re-elected 
the secretary of the society, 


7. That the following gentlemen be hereby appointed to act with the 

officers rage in > last resolution as .— committee — : 

ear—viz., Messrs. ef , we, , J. , &. 
Genion, W. E. Clegg, Hallewell (Chesterfield), A. E. Maxfield, Pashley 
(Rotherham), Porrett, Sandford, W. Smith, , Tasker, and Webster. 
8. That Messrs. Esam and Coombe be a ted the auditors of the 
society for the ensuing year, and that the thanks of the society be 
given to Messrs. Nicholson and Stacey for their kindness in auditing the 
accounts for the last year. 
9. That the thanks of the society be given to Mr. C. B. Stuart Wortley, 
M.P., for his attention to the matters laid before him by the committee, 
and for re of the public Bills brought into the House of Commons 
during the past session, which he has forwarded to the committee. 
That the thanks of the meeting be given to the chairman for presiding. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 
Members.—The number of members is now 151. 

The Land Transfer Bill_—This Bill has not been reintroduced this year, 
and though arrangements for opposing it were discussed at the meeting of 
the Associated Provincial Law Societies, in March last, they were rendered 
unnecessary, on account of its non-introduction. It can, however, by no 
means be regarded as finally dropped. 

The Public Trustee Bill—The committee considered this Bill, and passed 
a resolution strongly disapproving of it, and the secretary communicated 
their resolution to the local members of Parliament, requesting them to 
oppose the Bill on its second reading. It had eventually to be dropped. 
The Government have given notice of their intention to bring m a Public 
Trustee Bill during the present session. Several private members have 
also introduced a Bill having the same object. 

Remuneration of private trustees.— A communication was received from 
the Manchester Incorporated Law Association, accompanied bya report on 
the above subject, but the secretary was desired to write in reply, and say 
that, in the opinion of your committe, no statutory provision should be 
made for the payment of private trustees. 

Registration at Wakefield—The committee considered the question of 
registering, at Wakefield, wills or letters of administration affecting lease- 
hold estate only, and passed a resolution, which has already been com- 
municated to members, that it was unnecessary to register them. 

Stamps on contracts for sale-—The committee, in view of the desirability 
of assuring a uniform practice in such cases, reaffirmed the resolution 
passed on the 14th of December, 1877, that the vendor’s solicitor should 
furnish to the purchaser, or his solicitor, a duplicate of the contract, duly 
stamped, without any cost to the purchaser. 

Solicitor - mortgagees.—In. connection with this subject, attention is 
directed to the case of Re Wallis (25 Q. B. D. 176), in which the 
Court of Appeal appears to have decided that a solicitor-mortgagee 
may charge profit costs in connection with mortgage security, if there 
is an express contract to that effect, thus somewhat modifying the harsh- 
ness of the rule apparently laid down in Field v. Hopkins (W. N., Jan. 25, 
1890) and Re Roberts (43 Ch. D. 52) noticed. in the last report. A recent 
case has just been decided on the same lines—Stone v. Lickorish (ante, p. 
245)—in which it was stated that, prior to the decision in Re Wallis, six 
out of the seven taxing masters always allowed profit costs, but since, 
three of the six had discontinued to do so. It is understood, however, 
that the Incorporated Law Society are only waiting the advent of a 
favourable test case in order to have the question thoroughly settled. 

Residuary accounts.—The committee have had under consideration the 
inconvenience caused by section 21, sub-section 2, of the Customs and 
Inland Revenue Act, 1888, under which legacies payable out of a mixed fund, 
under the usual trust for sale, have to be pete for duty purposes 
between the iy and personalty in a resi account. The secretary 
wrote to Mr. Williamson, who replied that the Law Society 
would take up the matter if the committee would formulate some definite 
scheme. The committee are now taking steps to do this, and would be 
glad if any member who has a suggestion to make would communicate it 
to the secretary. 

Succession accounts on sales. — The question of including succession accounts, 
when retained by the vendor in an acknowledgment of right of pro- 
duction, particularly with rezard to recent legislation, was brought before 
the committee at their meeting on the 29th of January, 1891. The follow- 
ing resolution, unanimously passed by the committee of the society in 
1877, was read :—‘‘ The committee recommend that the vendor should 
covenant to produce succession duty accounts, when he retains them, on 
the ground that they relate to other property. That in such case he should 
furnish, at his own expense, a full copy of so much of the account as 
relates to the property sold. That where the account relates exclusively 
to the property sold, the vendor should hand it over to the purchaser.’’ 
And the committee saw no reason to alter that resolution. As the com- 
mittee have been informed that several firms in Sheffield do not out 
the recommendation, it has been thought well to again refer to the subject. 





CHFSTER AND NORTH WALES INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of this society was held on the 27th ult., Mr. 8S. 
Smith (president) in the chair. The report of the committee and the hon. 
treasurer’s accounts for the past year were received and . 

The following officers of the society were unanimously elected for the 


ensuing year:—Mr. J. Allington — of Wrexham, pres it; Mr. 
J. Gamon, of Chester, vice-president ; Mr. F. E. Roberts, of Chester, hon, 
treasurer; and Mr. R. Farmer, of Chester, hon, secretary, 
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The following gentlemen are the committee for the year :—Messrs. G. 
Boydell, W. H. Churton, E. S. Giles, S. Smith, and A. E. Caldecutt, of 
Chester; Mr. T. Bury, of Wrexham; Mr. T. T. Kelly, of Mold; Mr. F. 
Cooke, of Crewe ; and Mr. J. Parry Jones, of Denbigh. Messrs. F. W. 
Sharpe and C. P. Douglas, both of Chester, were re-elected hon. auditors. 

The Public Trustee (Government) Bill was discussed, and delegates 
appointed to attend a meeting in London on the 5th of March, convened 
by the secretary of the Associated Provincial Law Societies. 

The annual dinner was held at the Grosvenor Hotel, Chester, after the 
meeting. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The society now numbers seventy-eight members. 

Clerks to county justices.—At the invitation of the secretary of the Incor- 
porated Law Society (U.K.), the opinion of your committee upon certain 

ints connected with the employment. of county justices’ clerks as 
solicitors for the prosecution on the trial at assizes and quarter sessions 
was expressed in a series of resolutions, one of which stated that your 
committee were of opinion that the disqualification which already exists 
in boroughs where justices’ clerks are prohibited from conducting pro- 
secutions at assizes or quarter sessions in cases committed by the borough 
justices ought to be extended to county justices’ clerks. 

Solicitors’ certificate duty.—In response to a letter from the chairman of 
the United Law Society, your committee intimated their opinion that it 
was not expedient to abolish the duty. 

Land Transfer Bill.—The president and Mr. T. Bury, in accordance with 
the resolution passed at the last annual meeting, attended the meeting in 
London of the Associated Provincial Law Societies and the conference of 
the Associated Provincial Law Societies with the Incorporated Law Society 
(U.K.) held in March last, in view of the proposed introduction by the 
Government of a Bill similar to that of the preceding session, and pre- 
parations were made by your committee to assist the Incorporated Law 
Society (U.K.) in strenuously opposing it. The deputation appointed at 
the last annual meeting also had an interview with Mr. R. A. Yerburgh, 
M.P. for the City of Chester, when the objections to the proposed Bill 
were laid before him at some length. The Bill, however, was not intro- 
duced, and this may well have been in consequence of the organized 
opposition set on foot by the law societies. 

Public Trustee Bill, 1890.—This Bill, which was introduced into the 
House of Lords last session by the Lord Chancellor, and passed that 
House, was carefully considered by your committee, with reports of the 
Incorporated Law Society (U.K.) and the Liverpool Law Society thereon. 
Your committee concurred in the views expressed by the Liverpool Law 
Society in opposition to the measure, and considered that legislation 
should rather proceed in the direction of mitigating the hardships now 
imposed upon trustees. They, therefore, requested the members of 
Parliament to vigorously oppose the measure, and they are glad to 
record that it did not pass into law. They observe, however, that a 
Government Bill dealing with the subject is to be introduced in the 
present session, and that a Bill which was introduced into the House of 
Commons last year by Mr. Howard Vincent and others has been reintro- 
duced. 


UNITED LAW SOCié1Y. 

March 2—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair.—The evening was devoted 
to business. On the 9th Mr. H. W. Marcus will read a paper giving his 
experiences during his recent visit to Canada. A discussion on the political 
situation will follow. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srvpents’ Dexzatinc Socrery.—March 3—Mr. Marshall in the 
chair.—The subject for discussion, ‘‘ That this society disapproves of the 
Religious Disabilities Removal Bill,’ was opened by Mr. J. Cornelius 
Wheeler. Mr. H. Foden Pattinson opposed. The debate having been 
declared open, the following gentlemen spoke :—In the affirmative: Messrs. 
Hinchliff, Harcourt, Alder, and Thirlby ; in the negative: Messrs. Archer- 
White, Nimmo, Watson, and Baldwin. Mr. Wheeler replied. On the 
motion being put to the meeting it was lost by a majority of two. There 
was a large number of members present. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Hexny Masox, sen., solicitor, died at his residence, The Mardens, 
Caterham, on the 28th ult., at the age of seventy-seven. He was the son 
of Mr. Thomas Mason, formerly of High Holborn and Finchley, and was 
born on the 19th of November, 1813. He was articled to his uncle, the 
late Mr. Ralph Lindsay, a member of the firm of Alcock, Corner, & Lindsay, 
of Southwark. He was admitted a solicitor in 1835, and commenced prac- 
tice at Rye, in Sussex, where he married his first wife, Fanny, daughter of 
Mr. John Cha n, of Lewes. After a short time Mr. Mason returned to 
London to join his uncle, Mr. Lindsay, with whom he remained in part- 

until the latter's retirement from business. Mr. Mason was in 
1868 in partnership by Mr. Thomas Challen Greenfield, and later 
by his eldest son, and remained, until his retirement in 1848, the senior 
member of the firm of Lindsay, Mason, Greenficld, & Mason, of 84, 





Basinghall-street, London. He enjoyed for many years a considerable 
private practice, and filled the post of steward of the Manor of Epsom 
until his death. Mr. Mason, having lost his first wife, married, in July, 
1855, Alice, the eldest daughter of the late Mr. Thomas Ashton, of Darwen, 
Lancashire. She and eight children of their marriage survive him. 


Mr. Cuarss Garturrr, solicitor, who died on the 15th of January last, 
in his eighty-first year, was born at Harrogate, in Yorkshire, on the 13th 
of September, 1810. He wasthe son of Mr. Thomas Gatliff, of Leeds. He 
was educated at Leeds, and came up to London at an early age. He was 
articled to Mr. Charles Bischoff, of the firm of Bischoff & Coxe, of 19, 
Coleman-street. He was admitted in 1835, and commenced business in 
Lawrence-lane, in the City, and afterwards practised at 19, Coleman- 
street and 3, Finsbury-circus. Mr. Gatliff combined with much ability 
and energy great courtliness of manner and kindness of disposition. He 
was the pioneer of the movement for improving the dwellings of the poor 
in the year 1841, and was the first to the attention of the country to 
the necessity for the improvement of such dwellings. Mr. Gatliff was a 
perpetual commissioner and a commissioner for oaths. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Frank Epwin Barner, solicitor (of the firm of Carter & Barber), of 
No. 63, Austinfriars and Walthamstow, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Barber was admitted a solicitor in January, 1876. 


Mr. Cuar.tes Epwarp Bioomer, solicitor (of the firm of Pearce-Jones & 
Co.), of No. 33, John-street, Bedford-row, and Watford, Herts, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bloomer was admitted a solici- 
tor in November, 1884. 

Mr. James Doveias Bucxton, solicitor (of the firm of Greenall & 
Buckton), of Warrington, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Buckton was admitted a solicitor in February, 1884. He is coroner 
for Warrington, and clerk to the Commissioners of Land, Assessed, and 
Income Tax for Warrington. 


Mr. Freperick Suortuovse Bowen, solicitor (of the firm of Bowen & 
Plant), of Stourbridge and Birmingham, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Bowen was admitted a solicitor in November, 1884. 


Mr. Wruram Boytez, solicitor (of the firm of Mearns & Boyle), of Liver- 
pool and St. Helens, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Boyle was admitted a solicitor in September, 1884. 


Mr. James Lane Brooks, solicitor (of the firm of Lamb, Brooks, & 
Sherwood), of Aldershot, Basingstoke, and Odiham, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Brooks was admitted a solicitor in Decem- 
ber, 1884. 


Mr. Samvet Crossiey, solicitor, of Blackburn, has been appointcd a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Crossley was admitted a solicitor in Decem- 
ber, 1884. 


Mr. Joserux Coorgr, solicitor (of the firm of W. & J. Cooper), of 
Lytham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cooper was 
admitted a solicitor in November, 1884. 

Mr. Samvet Parks Ciarg, solicitor, of No. 25, Fenchurch-street, E.C., 
and Lewisham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Clare 
was admitted a solicitor in 1865, after having passed his final examination 
with honours. 


Mr. Frances W. Preston, M.A., solicitor (of the firm of Hewlett & 
Preston), of 2, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, London, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. Wiiuram J. Reap, solicitor, of Blackpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Read was admitted a solicitor in January, 
1885. 


Mr. W. Lenn West, LL.B. Lond., solicitor, of 15, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
London, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. West was 
admitted a solicitor in November, 1884. 


Mr. Trevor Caswett Epwakps, solicitor (of the firm of Williams & 
Edwards), of Wakefield, has been appointed a Commiesioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Edwards was admitted a solicitor in June, 1878. He is solicitor to 
the County Council for the West Riding of Yorkshire. 


Mr. Watrer Henry Fosrer; solicitor, of Sheffield, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Foster was admitted a solicitor m July, 
1882. 


Mr. Epwarp Frepertck Guzen, solicitor (of the firm of Cheese & 
Green), of No. 123, Pall Mall, S.W., St. Margaret’s, ‘T'wickenham, and 
Fulham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Green was 
admitted a solicitor in January, 1885. 


Mr. Grorce Haney, solicitor, of Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Harley was admittgd a solicitor in 
August, 1884. 


Mr. Joun Geonce Ciansurn, solicitor (of the firm of Oldman & Clab- 
burn), of No. 2, Old Serjeants’-inn, Chancery-lane, W.C.,\and Chiswick, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Clabburn was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in November, 1883. 


Mr Row ann Bensasin Curr, solicitor, of Blackburn, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cliff was admitted a solicitor in 
December, 1884, 


Mr. Ricuanp Cutny, solicitor, of Hampton-in-Arden and Birmingham, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Chinn was admitted a 
solicitor in August, 1887. 
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Mr. Ricnarp Fisuer Cxortey, solicitor, of Kendal, has beeen appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Chorley was admitted a solicitor in 
January, 1885. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIsso.uTion. 
Tuomas WiiutaAms and Tuomas Henry Wurre.ey, solicitors (Williams 
& Whiteley), Neath, Aberavon, and Briton Ferry. Feb. 16. 
[ Gazette, March 3. 


GENERAL. 


The Times Calcutta correspondent says :—‘‘ The condition of the Cal- 
cutta Small Cause Court is exciting grave dissatisfaction, especially among 
the mercantile community. The president of the Chamber of Commerce, 
on a recent public occasion, said it had become a serious question for 
merchants whether they had not better pay unjust and forego just claims, 
rather than submit to the vexatious and harassing delays of that court. 
This state of things arises from the fact that the court is overburdened 
with work, its jurisdiction having been increased some years ago and more 
complicated procedure introduced, while no addition has been made to its 
judicial strengt3.” 

At the Marylebone Police Court vestries and other corporate bodies have 
been in the habit of sending officers in their employ to conduct cases in 
which they prosecuted. Mr. Cooke on Wednesday took occasion to say 
most emphatically that in future he should only hear such ms on 
oath, and not permit them to make speeches. He thought-that it was dis- 
respectful to the court that legal representatives did not attend. These 
observations were called forth by the School Board authorities and the 
Paddington vestry. Recently the St. Pancras vestry appointed a clerk 
with no legal training to represent them, and the magistrate positively re- 
fused to hear him. 


On Monday Mr. Justice Cave took his seat on the bench and proceeded 
with the hearing of a case in the Queen’s Bench Division Court No. 8 
with a Middlesex special jury. After about half an hour his lordship 
complained that the court was too cold for him to sit in it, and adjourned 
for one hour in order that the temperature of the court might be raised. 
After more than an hour’s absence from court his lordship returned, and 
found the temperature still so low that he said he could not sit in it, as he 
had a bad cold. It was then arranged that the jury should be dis- 
charged, and that his lordship should sit in his private room. Sub- 
sequently, however, the temperature began to rise, and his lordship, after 
all, sat in court, some two hours having been lost. 


On the 27th ult., in the House of Commons, Mr. Channing asked the 
Secretary of State for the Home Department whether his attention had 
been called to the statement made recently at the Liverpool assizes by Mr. 
Justice Wills, to the effect that the practice of magistrates’ clerks acting 
as prosecuting solicitors in cases where they had a direct interest in the 
number of convictions was an ‘‘abominable system.’’ Mr. Matthews 
said: ‘‘I have seen the statement of the learned judge. The practice 
condemned by him is that of clerks to the justices acting as prosecuting 
solicitors in the cases of persons as to whose committal they have, at an 
earlier stage, advised the justices. If they afterwards prosecute at sessions 
or assizes, and thereby earn the allowance for costs, it may be alleged 
that they have an interest in obtaining as many committals as possible. 
But their salaries as clerks to the justices are not affected by the number 
of convictions. The practice is, no doubt, theoretically indefensible, and 
I will consult the Attorney-General on the question whether it produces 
any practical evils calling for legislation.” 

The Lord Chancellor, speaking at the dinner of the Associated Chambers 
of Commerce on Wednesday, is reported by the Standard to have said: 
“TI confess I am very much impressed by the sanguine views that the 
president ~ before you with regard to the Bankruptcy Acts. The first 
year that I was called to the bar there was a Bankruptcy Act which was 
going to effect everything. From that time to this there have been Bank- 
ruptecy Acts brought forward with equal hopes of concluding all the dis- 
cussions that could ever take place upon the lowe of bankruptcy. I would 
desire to point out, therefore, that a Bill may pass without sufficient con- 
sideration and which may not have the effect contemplated by its author. 
In its Acts Parliament occasionally uses language which is ambiguous, 
which an ordinary citizen does not immediately appreciate, and gives 
interpretations slightly embarrassing to her Majesty’s judges, such, for 
instance, as ‘ For the purpose of this Act a horse shall mean a cow.’ But, 
although Parliament has said that, I am disposed to think, as a matter of 
natural history, a horse will remain a horse, anda cowa cow. Again, I will 
give you an example of what I believe has caused great commercial mis- 
chief, and introduced confusion in the law. A legislator thought it would 
be desirable to indite an Act for the protection of execution creditors and 
one for the protection of borrowing debtors, and the result is that that 
which was intended for the protection of the execution creditor has 
oceasionally operated entirely to defeat him, and that which was intended 
for the protection of the borrower has been so illusory that the courts have 
been unable to give effect to it.’’ 


At the meeting on Wednesday of the Committee of the House of 
Commons on the Central London & &.. Bill, of which Mr. Hanbury is 
chairman, Mr. Bidder, Q.C., rose to cross-examine a witness, where- 
upon the chairman said: We cannot hear you. You have not been 
present during the examination-in-chief. four junior, Mr. Moon, 
was present, and can conduct the cross-examination. Mr. Pope, 
Q.C., on behalf of the bar, respectfully protested against the ruling 





of the chairman. It was a new 


was discussed last year 
before a committee on a very im 


, which 
t Bill, and after consultation with 


the authorities, the House withdrew their objection. It would 
affect not only the bar, but clients as well, as everybody 
would be obliged to employ more ,counsel if the ruling were 


persisted in. Mr. Saunders, Q.C., supported Mr. Pope’s protest. The 
chairman: I will take a note of your objection, but T adhere to my 
rule. Mr. Bidder, Q.C.: Then, sir, I must bow to your ruling, and re- 
tire from the room. It is not the practice of the courts. There is no 
standing order to this effect ; it is not the practice of the other House of 
Parliament, and it is not the practice of this House in other cases. The 
chairman : It is simply to save time. It very often happens that a 
counsel comes into the room who has never heard an of the 
examination-in-chief, and he asks a lot of questions which would never 
have been asked if he had heard the examination. Mr. Pope, Q.C.: If 
you would interpose your authority when counsel was s Eoing over 

which had already been covered, it would have the desi effect. The 
committee deliberated. The Chairman : The committee have decided to 
allow you to cross-examine on this occasion, Mr. Bidder. 


The Times says:—‘‘ From the return of sittings in county courts re- 
cently presen to Parliament it a that 11 of the county court 
judges held less than 189 sittings during the year 1889. Mr. H. Fowler 
will on Monday ask the Attorney-General whether any steps will be 
taken to put in force the 10th and 13th sections of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, so as to secure more uent sittings of the courts for the 
benefit of the suitors, and to provide for a redistribution of judicial work 
among the judges. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoistrars in ATTENDANCE ON 


Date AppeaLt Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, March ............... 9 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach 
, ae 10 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Wednesday ........ .....c00 11 Pemberton Jackson Leach 
SNEED y.csascevesscsesseesseces 12 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
PN Wieck <atknniscdncssveccneve 13. Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Ree 14 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srigirve. KEKEWICR. Romer. 
Monday, March ............... 9 Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal 
Tuesda: 10 Rolt Lavie Pugh 
Farmer Beal 
Rolt Lavie Pugh 
Farmer Carrington Beal 
Rolt Lavie Pugh 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Esrcourt.—March 2, at Northampton, the wife of Rowland M. Estcourt, barrister-at- 
law, District Auditor to the Local Government Board, of a daughter. ; 
Soutspy—Feb. 26, at Burleigh House, Scarborough, the wife of Hugh Richard Soulsby, of 
the Inner T le, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGES. 
Lixtey—Hawrnonxe.—Feb. 28, at All Souls’ Church, Manchester, Samuel Herbert 
Linley, of Stone, Staffordshire, solicitor, to Edith Mary, only ae Sng of the 
wees Be ar ee ont on idee Seen een, Walter Wiliam Wynne 
YNNE—BELL.—. 2, \ > 
solicitor, to Sophie Eleanor Home, daughter of David C. Bell, of Washington, D.C, 
DEATH. 
AyGELL.—March 2, at Belgrave House, Chiswick, Thomas John Angell, solicitor, late of 
Maida Hill, aged 74. 








Wansine To rnrexpinc House Purcuasers & Lessers.— purchasing 
a house have the itary arrangements thoroughly examined Oe eet Want 
Sanitary i i & Ventilation Co.. @5, opposite, Towa Hall, Viton 
minster (Estab. isz5, who also undertake the Ventilation of Giices, &c.—{Apvr.] 
llected and distraints levied to recover same by Messrs. Hexay C. Woop 
es. e the parish of ing) and Hexry Kirsyr—Woop & Kinsy—Certificated 
J ‘ord-row, W.C. dee am © ees 
rent over £20. Troublesome tenants got rid of. taken under Bills of 
Sale, Mortgages, &c. Bailiffs to the parish of St. Dunstan-in-the-West and City of 
London (Farringdon Ward). Money paid over same day received. Bankers, City 
Holborn-viaduct. References, if desired, to clients of many years’ standing; 
and prompt attention.—{Apvr.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep rm Crancrry. 
. Pro 0 Lonrey—Chitty, J, has, by an order dated Feb 5, ap- 
Asrated William Willians, 18 and 14, King st, Cheapside, to be official liquidator 


19, appoin’ Young Berrey, 10, 8q, to be official 


I —Petn for winding up, Fed directed to be heard before the 
Woes Lae rete EE oe Grave tan, etter tor paar 


Mount Barrren (Qurenstaxp) Gop Mixes, Loureo—Kekewich, J, has, by an order 
dated Feb ted Thomas Equator 
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Tarryaut Cezex Gotp Co, Lauren, Samay 6 called the Nouveau Monpe Gop Miyine 
Lnoarzp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 26, directed to be heard before Stirling, 
J, on Saturday, March 7. Wyatt 3 & Barraud, St Mildred’s ct, solors, the petners 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Sayoruary Queen Vicroria, a Branch of the London District Ancient Order of Shep- 
of Prussia Inn, Southall. Feb 23 
Wicayn Encivemen’s FRIENDLY Socrery, Bull’s Head Hotel, Market place, Wigan, Lan- 
caster. Feb 24 


SusrenDEp ror Taree Monrus. 
One Vittace Prive Frienpiy Society, Albion Inn, Boughton, Maidstone, Kent. 
24 


London Gazette —Turspay, March 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep wv CHANCERY. 


Mavzirivs Gas Co, Luutrzep—Creditors are required, on or before June 24, to send their 
addresses, and the particulars of t their debts or claims, to Archibald Tennent 


LABAR GoLD Mixixe Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

to Alford, 26, Basinghall st 

Patent Lock he por Luarap— Creditors are required, on or before March 20, to send 
their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Francis 
Whinney, 8, ‘Old Jewry 

SwepisH AnD yee nee Rarway Car Trust Co, Lomrep—Stirling, J, has, by an order 
dated ited Frederic John Young, 41, Coleman st, to be official liquidator 

sinc Co, Limircp—Creditors are requested, on or before April 7, 
to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to 

Wiliam Adams, 12, Pancras lane. Bennett & Leaver, Moorgate st, solors for liqui- 


Wass J. Norris & Brotuer, Lunrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 24, to send 
names and addresses, and th ola Go tie of their debts or claims, to J oseph Shaw 

| 4 Old M Market, Halifax. Wavell & Co Halifax, solors for liquidator 

UnstontTep 1x CHANCERY. 

Nits Commerciat Teirty Pounps Funpine Socrery—Creditors are required, on or before 
aan their names and addresses, and the ——s of their debts or claims, 
Parkin, Bank st, Sheffield. Wednesday, April 8, at 12, is appointed 
for ae and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 


Mysore anp 
March 26, 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazetie.—Turspay, March 3. 
Burger, James aad Sain, Hertford, Baker. March 17. Rainbow v Burr, North, J. 





GREAVES, THomas Hewry, jun, Small Heath, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. April 4. 


v Greaves, Stirli B» J. Blewitt & Reynolds, Birmingham 
Sueruam, Joun Osporne, Lynn, Esq. March 25. Plowright v Bennell, North, J. 
Beloe, King’s Lynn 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cia. 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Feb. 24. 


Base.ey, Josern, Northampton, Farmer. March 31. Boycott, Northampton 

Cragk, Geoncz, Swinefleet, Yorks, Gent. April 8. England & Son, Goole 

Cocaise, Wii114M, St Helen’s, Gent. March 31. Barrow & Cook, St Helen’s 

Craae, 8usax, Annesley Woodhouse, Notts. April6é. Turner & Barrow, Nottingham 
Daxsysuire, Evres, Lymm, Chester. April 3. Ridgway & Worsley, Warrington 
Davies, Joux, Cardiff, retired Innkeeper. April2. Lewis, Cardiff 

Dopsos, Saran, Salop, nr Wolverhampton. March 25. Wade,Shrewsbury 

Ewess, Hewxny, Winchester, Grocer. March 21. Dowling, Winchester 

ame seme, Pentios, Quebec, Canada, Farmer. May 5. Bird & Eldridge, Gt 


Garrett, fonees Hexery, Weston super Mare. March 28. Foord, Philpot lane 
Hasprogp, Hayxan Harniet, Wallington, Surrey. March 25. Wood & Co, Gt James 


row 
Hassoxs, Eowarp, Wyke, Yorks, Licensed Victualler. March 18. 
Hage, Feaxces Acxes, Camp hill, Birmingham. March 28. O’Connor, Birmingham 
Hepiex, Tuomas, Fenham terrace, Newcastle upon Tyne. March 30. Armstrong & 
Son, Newcastle upon 
Hess-Gexsys, Wittiam Ricuarzp Hatt, Tamerton Foliott, Devon, Esq. March 31. 
Cooke ’ 
Hrspiey, Tuomas, Upholland, nr Wigan, Agent. April 6. Darlington & Sons, Wigan 
Henesg, Apgauau, Birmingham, Wine Merchant. March 25. Bloxham & Co, and Parr 
Hoexuey, Joszrn, Leeds, Milliner. March 31. Clarke & Son, Leeds 
Kexwinc, Tuouas, Liverpool, Boot Maker. March 21. Barrell & Co, Liverpool 
Kew.zy, Eowanp, Liverpool, Millwright. April 3. Mackay & Cornish, Liverpool 
Kipp, Jauxs Rove, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Brewer's Traveller. March 21. Preston, 
ae Jonx, Shudehill, Manchester, Glass Merchant. March 31. Barrow & Smith, 


Mossman & Co, 


Mortuau, Ausaosez Twice, Leominster, Hereford, Gent. April 20. Robinson & Son, 
van, Wiis, Henley on Thames, Draper. April 7. Cooper & Son, Henley on 
Rartneose, Huuruzey Barxer, Royal Leamington Spa, Gent. April 1. Stokes, Lea- 


Reap, Gronor, Martlesham, Suffolk, Wheelwright. March 27. Welton, Woodbridge 

Roorns, Bursx, Horstead, Norfolk. March 25. Palmer, Norwich 

Surru, Atexasper Warsox, Manchester, Wine Merchant. March 31. 

ee Haznizr Sornia, Stoke, Devonport. March 30. Bone, Frederick’s pl, 
Jewry 

Sroses, Lyvta, Side, Sheffield. March 24. Branson & Son, Sheffield 

Scovrs, Sanan, Wilsden, Yorks. March 20. Atkinson, Bradford 

Tarwice, Rev Gronor Woov Hexny, Bedford, Clerk. March 19. Levett & Co, Hull 

Viscest, 5 soeg Highbury pl, Solicitor. March 31. Bridgman & Willcocks, College hill, 


Barrow & Smith, 








waver, Tuomas, Bilston, Staffs, Fruit Merchant. March 24. Stratton, Wolverhamp- 


Herman, WALMESLEY, Wigan; Esq. March 25. Woodcock & Penny, Wigan 


Wiaxroy, Tuomas, Fairmead rd, Upper Holloway. April 6. Pyke & Minchin, Metal 
Ex bldgs, Gracechurch st 
Yates, James, Preston, Ironmonger. April7. Taylor, Preston 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 27. 


Asuwortn, James, Littleborough, Lancs, Manufacturing Chemist. April 4. Grundy & 
, Manchester ; and Heywood & Co, Manchester 
ASTERLEY, RicHagp, Newport, Salop, Gent. Mayi1. Liddle, Newport 


Barne, Cuartes Marx, Exmouth, Clerk in Holy Orders. March 14. Petherick & Sons, 
ee... a Plas Idyn, nr Conway, Carnarvon, Esq. April 9. Ridgway & Worsley, 
koe oe, Northampton, Farmer. March 31. Boycott, Northampton 

Bateman, Wii114m, Small Heath, Birmingham. March 31. Lane & Clutterbuck, Bir- 
Brac, J Tax, High st, Shadwell, Cork Manufacturer. March 25. Stoneham & Son, Fen- 


Buiapon, THomas Epwarp, Aston New Town, Birmingham. March 31. Lane & Clutter- 
uck, Birmingham 

B.ew, Joseru, Burnham, Somerset, retired Miller. March 20. Reed & Cook, Bridgwater 

Burrevz, Daniex, Ipswich, Gent. March 31. Kersey, Ipswich 


Combis, Sir pee ea Upper Berkeley st, Knt., G.C.B. March 28. 
ohnson 
CATCHPOOL, Ricuarp Daves 1son, Reading, Gent. April14. Beale & Martin, Reading 


Cav a ~~ Naren Wit.iay, Ryde, I.W., Esq. March 20. Blount & Co, Arundel st, 
ni 

Comnps, Happenin Wim, Chigwell, Essex, Farmer. April 8. Wilson & Co, Copt- 

Cox, Louisa, Richmond, Surrey. March 20. Blount & Co, Arundel st, Strand 


Corram, Gzorce, Bloomfield st, Harrow rd, formerly Assistant Secretary to Gt W Ry 
April 10. Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall 
Dawes, Emma, Snow Hill, Birmingham. March 28. O'Connor, Birmingham 


Dawson, Jouy, Gt Yarmouth,Gent. April 4. Waters, Gt Yarmouth 

Dear, James, Winchester, Merchant. March 25. Wooldridge, Sandown, I W 
Duyn, Jouy, South Molton, Devon, Gent. April 25. Riccard & Son, South Molton 
DuPrez, Jura, Quex rd, Kilburn. March 12. Young & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Espiz, Rosert Lucas Nasu, Bristol, Gent. March 25. Murly, Bristol 

Fenwick, Jane Lurwings, Eaton pl. April 9. Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 
Fenwick, Joun, Easthorpe, Yorks, Farmer. April6. H W & R Pearson, Malton 
Fippier, MarGcaret, Preston, Innkeeper. March 20. Fryer, Preston 


shee te Arundel, Sussex, Gent. April 15. Hedges & Marshall, Walling- 

‘ord, Ber’ 

Gane, aa Agar st, Strand, Estate Agent. March 17. Kays & Jones, New inn, 
Tan 


Francis & 


GrorGE, JANE Pewt, Norwich. Junel. Winter & Co, Norwich 
Gort, Fao lpia Yorks, Inspector of Nuisances. March 31. Beaumont, Leeds 


Grant, GEORGE, Christo, Devon, Gent. March 31. J. & 8. P. Pope, Exeter 

Gray, Marrna, Englefield, nr Reading. April6. Beale & Martin, Reading 

Caenege, some, Long Marston, Herts, Farmer. April 6. Francis & How, Chesham, 
ue , 


Hancer, Cuarntes Henry, Sheffield. March 25. Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Hearn, Cuarves James, Balham, Surrey, Esq. March 31, Coventon, Gray’s inn sq 
Hearn, Janz Srort, Balham, Surrey. March 31. Coventon, Gray’s inn sq 

Hoaa, Tuomas, Gateshead, Durham. March 25. Ryott & Swan, Newcastle on Tyne 
Horne, Witiiam, Chaddesley Corbett, Worcs, Machinist. March 25. F & H Corbett, 


Hunt, James, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. March 31. Lane & Clutterbuck, Birming- 


Huyter, Witiiam, Newcastle upon Tyne, Registrar of Births and Deaths. April 20. 
Mather & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 

sess eae Birmingham, Beer Retailer. March 31. Lane & Clutterbuck, Birming- 

Joes, Josern, Liverpool, Brewer. March 23. Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 


Joxes, Morgan, Lilanddewibrefi, Cardigan, Farmer. March 28. Thomas, Llandovery, 
Carmarthenshire 
LanyGrorp, Wit114M, Ormside st, Old Kent rd, Japanner. April 8. Foster, Birchin lane 


Leake, Witi1aM, Markfield, Leics., formerly Corn Dealer. April18. Toone & Bartlett, 
Loughborough 
Le Buianc, Exvizaseru, Carlisle. March 25. Francis & Johnson, Austinfriars 


Macvean, Mania, St Leonards on Sea. April6. Cooper & Bake, Portman st 
Ma.ruovssz, Joseru, Hunslet, Leeds, Gent. March 28. Scott, Leeds 
Mans, Wit.iam, Werteesiettons terrace, St Pancras. March 25. Bristow, Grecnwich 


and John st, A 
procate: Ey ss Andover, Southampton, Esq. April 10. Garrard & Co, 


Suffolk st, Pall Mall 
oo ~- Cuanves, Stanningley, Leeds, Engineer. March 31. Beaumont, Leeds and 
‘UW 


y 
Raruae., Arruur Lewis, Upper Hamilton terr. April1. Dixon & Co, Savoy mansions, 


vo’ 
Roparrs, Jenn, Morton, nr Bourne, Lincs, Farmer. March 17. Bell & Farr, Bourne 
tvoke, Jean Henny Louis Cuamor, Liverpool, Merchant. March 23. Tyrer & Co, 


Ssninn, ean, Egmond, Salop, retired Farmer. May1. Liddle, Newport 

Sins, Joux, Stockton, Durham, Shoemaker. March 30. Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Sreunuix, James, Blackwell, Somerset, Gent. April1l. Baker & Langworthy, Bristol 
Srevesson, Witt1AMm, Hunslet, Leeds, Gent. March 28. Scott, Leeds 


Srock, Frepenicx Cuanctes Tuxopvore, Blackburn, Wine Merchant. March 31. L. & 
W. Wilkinson, Blackburn 
‘sia, Baa Hirrisiry, hed meg Shepton, Shepton Mallet, Somerset, Yeoman, April 
Nalder, Shepton M: 
Tor R “Epwaxp, Waintleet ry Saints, Lincs, Chemist. April4. Falkner, Louth 
Ty. at Witt bide ecinaball Ze D.D., Minister of the Gospel. April1. Gard & Co, Gres- 
inghall st 

Tyner, 7 ae Aspull, Wigan, Innkeeper. March 22. Peace & Ellis, Wigan 
Warp, Faxwy, Colville st, Nottingham. March 14. Green & Williams, Nottingham 


Wasn, Sanen Exizavern, Brightside lane, Sheffield. March 28. Vickers & Co, Shef- 
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Wearesaiey, | Gerorce, Churchfield rd, Ealing Dean, Journalist. March 31. Lambert, 
Mark lane and Ealing 


WEBSTER, ‘ean. Tougitereegh, Gent. April 18. Toone & Bartlett, Loughborough 
WuiteneaD, Epwarp Watprox, Reading, Plumber. April 2. Beale & Martin, 
Readin 


WILKINSON, Guaztzs Nexson, Upper Tooting, Surrey, F.R.C.8. March 31. 
Sons, Mark lane 

Witxinson, ELEANor, ae pl, Newcastle upon Tyne. March 27. Armstrong & Harle, 
Newcastle uj 


WitiiaMs, JANE, Gove,’ st, Liverpool. March 31. Masters & Rogers, Liverpool 
Woosrer, Tuomas, Great Missenden, Bucks, Gent. April6. Francis & How, Chesham 
Yares, Tomas Drxoy, Southport, Gent. April17. Booth & Co, Leeds 
London Gazetie.—Turspay, Mar, 3. 
Ayperson, Tuomas, Haydon Bridge, Northumbld, Butcher. March 25. LC& HF 
Lockhart, Hexham 


e 

Bareson, JAMES, Preston, Mechanic. April7. Bramwell, Preston 

BENNETT, Goppen Tomas, St Julian’s rd, Kilburn, Esq. April 30. Dean & Taylor, 
Theol 


Crow: oy, Mase og 2 Billesley Hall, nr Alcester, Warwick. April 20. Crowdy & 


Faringdon, Ber! 
Davies, way bs Tovucuet, Hastings. April 1. Peake & Co, Bedford row 
Dawson, Riowarp, Brighton, Esq. April 11. Hores & Pattisson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Deacoy, Saran, Wyndham st, Bryanston sq. April 10. Presswell, Queen st, Cheapside 
Dixoy, Er1zaBetH, Worcester. March 25. Hughes & Brown, Worcester 
Don, Joun, Searborough, Gent. March 31. Chartres & Youll, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Forp, Tuomas Mortimer, Totterdown, Bristol, Merchant. April 6. Sibly & Co, Bristol 


Gamprer, Cuartes Gore Gamprer, Bournemouth, Clerk in Holy Orders. April 11. 
Hores & Pattisson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Grose, Haxsy, Camomile st, Merchant. April 15. Shepheards, Finsbury circus 


HARGRAV - Sa Newton Heath, Manchester, Builder. March 21. Sutton & Co, 
Manch 
sont, JAMES ikea: New Tredegar, Mon, Colliery Proprietor. April 15. Powell, 
Brynmawr 
Kyicut, es Freemantle, Southampton. April 13. Green & Moberly, South- 
amp 


Young & 





Lone, Joux, Wortley, Leeds, Surgeon. March 28. Harrison & Co, Leeds 


Lonmernss, —, Sacriston, Durham, Gent. March 31. Graham & Shepherd, 
underlan: 
Meaty, Sears. Emsworth, Southampton. April 1. Powell & Rogers, Essex st, 


Martix, Joux, Lewes, Sussex, Butcher. March 31, Hillman, Lewes 

Massey, Heyry, Eccleshall, Staffs, Innkeeper. March 20. Cooper & Yates, Eccleshall 
Meek, Sir James, Cheltenham, Knt. March 28. J. M. Meek, 2, Nelson terr, Coatham, 
Panxssuoy, Rossa, Scarsdale villas, Gent. April 14. Radeliffes & Co, Craven st, Char- 


Price, “Motu, Newport, Mon. June1. Liewellin, Newport, Mon 

Ritey, Frawxcis, Bury, Gent. April 17. Woodcock & Co, Bury 

Ropcrrs, Henry, Sheffield, Solicitor. May 1. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Scovett, Maria, Anerley, Surrey. April 3. Osborn & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Simpson, Lors, Shoe lane, Publisher. April 8. Martelli, Staple inn 

Snow, Baveteten See Au eon Gt St Thomas Apostle, Esq. March 31. Snow & Co, Gt St 
omas 


e, 


A 
ater = ob JEAN, Heneaeile upon Tyne, Grocer. At once. Fisher & Williamson, New- 


Tarey, ea, aston, Birmingham, Gent. March16. Beale & Co, Birmingham 
Taytor, Exizanets, Sedbergh, Yorks. April 25. Dobson, Kendal 

Te.rorp, Mary, New Brompton, Kent. March 10. Greathead, Rochester 

Tuomas, Anraur, Sheffield, Solicitor. May 1. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Toruam, Joun, Guildford, Surrey, Esq. Pres 31. Potter & Crundwell, Guildford 
TOWNSEND, rae ay | Sete, Eines Commercial Traveller. April 14. 


hyde, «ede st t Without = 
Wane, Awy, Colchester. oo. ER ee Whittey & Denton, Colchester 


Waxxer, Exten Barser, Malvern, Wells. March 25. Hughes & Brown, Worcester 
vo Roserr, pamanian, Carnarvon, Master of Schooner “Secret.” March 31 


Wenuneaeens ia Mincing lane, Tea Merchant. April 1. Travers & Co, Throg- 
morton avenue 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
A.teN, Rosert, Boston, Lines, Draper Boston Pet Feb 24 
Ord Feb 24 


Bamper, Evizaseru Bout, Preston, Fruiterer Preston 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 + 

Barker, Farin: Arraur, Fulham rd, Pianoforte Dealer fiel 
High Court Pet Feb 3 24 Ord Feb 24 

Benruam, GreEnwoop, Halifax, Innkeeper Halifax Pet 
Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Bixntan, Tuomas Wiiutams, Kidderminster, Builder 

Kidderminster Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Quien Duncan, Jonn Fereusoy, and Frepericx 
Napo.eon GULLICK, wage ct, Fleet st, Manufac- | Worroy, Epwix, 
pay | Stationers High Uourt Pet Dec 31 Ord 
e 

CASSELL, Factores tig = digs Rotherhithe, — The followi 
Manufacturer Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb pul 

Coxnean, tm Tn & co, St Helen’s pl, Merchants 
High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord F Feb 24 Pet Fel b4 Ord Feb 

“< wey ar Devon, Miller Exeter Pet Feb | pyusckruwaire, Sanrapoxe 

Dicsy, Atrrep Wyatt, Liverpool st, Solicitor High Bea, Tes 
Court Pet Jan15 Ord Feb 23 

Dnansuxr, James Berrs, Newark upon Trent, Comme 

raveller Nottingham Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Dur re, Tat, Landport, Tailor Portsmouth Pet Feb 9 
r 


Surn, Jony, Gubalt wi, 


Srru, 
Feb 


Dunant, A F & Co, Cardiff, 
Ord'Jan 14 Rese Feb iz 


Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 
TLLIE, Colne, sane, Se 
25 Ord Feb 25 


oiners 
Warp, aio Stockton on a Blacksmith Stockton lan, Geores, the re 
T ae 2. 


Wasaincton, Grorce, West Melton, Yorks, Miner Shef- 
id Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Wuuncor, Pump, New Clee, Ma Fisherman Gt 
Ww by Wa a *% eer *Baxton, Milk Deal 
ILDGOOSE, WILLIAM vena er 
rt Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 
vane ta Burnley, Seine: entey Pet Feb 11 


Gracechurch 
High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 at 12. Rec, 


amended notices are substituted for those 
ed in the London Gazette of Feb. 20. 


Gittett, Henry, Pustest. Oxon, Hotel Keeper Oxford 


NOTICE OF RESCISSION OF RECEIVING ORDER. 
, Colliery Agents Cardiff Rec 


Lavender Hill, Boot Dealer | Laxrox, Gzorce Howarp, Coventry, Licensed Victualler 
March 10 at 12 Off 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
‘assal Brixton, Painter 


ufacturer Burnley Pet Lace ieee Wrny, 
March 11 at 12° 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Tuompson, > soa Rosert, South Shiélds, Steam Tug | Lixptey, Jonx, and Wiitiam Barry Laxpuey, Leeds, 
Owner weastle on ‘Tyne J March 9 


atll Off Park row, Leeds 

Rec, 22, row, =— 
March 7 at 12.45 County "planes, 

Mona nck, Jane cere, Tytadey, Lanes, Pinuber March 7 

Miss) Mare ay any ~_ March 9 at 3 
a 


Mr arnD Barker, Dalton in Furness, Tinsmith 
March 7 a il Spee Dalen ee a benee i 


Furness 
PALMER, ig, hy - poder! March 12 
Patrersoyn, Jouxn Rowe.t, in Furness, Farmer 
9at12 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness" 
Put.uirs, a late Commission 

Agent March 6 at 12.30 2%, Railway approach, 
ne March 

—_ March 9 

at3 16, Wood 


Ras&LL, FREDERICK, , Builder March 10 at 12.50 
Ro W. M 4 a A, Cunpiie, Coniites 
BBINS, ORGAN, a ny 4 


Timber Merchant 


Apotrnvus, St Leonards on Prior, mm, Brr.ns, Worn Wi 
Pet Feb$ Ord Feb18 | pug i? ge tS ire ato 


Gerrarp, Ricnarp reed, late Farmer Worcester 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Fe eget ptm, Regine Roornam, GrorcEe ——, Leamington, Warwickshire, 
—_«~* a Sungnaxr,, Eat Greenwich, Grocer | Attcuin, Henry, a 7 at — 6 at Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
reen wic et Fel ‘eb 25 12.15 unt Chart bua bldg ven! 

Hoveutoy, Louis, Aston, Me ex ty late Stationer | AnpRADE, County 0 Da Costa, Sou + ee, Saint Ausyy, Antstipe Francrs, Colchester, Professor of 
Birmi Pet Feb 24 itd Feb Commercial Clerk ‘March 7 at 11.15’ Town hall, Colchester 
Jouss, Teomas, Canton, Cardid — f, Grocers * assistant Aber- Lincoln’s inn fields Su “iO apt a ERICK Bohan Hotel, , Sussex, Farmer March 

Feb 23 e Avens, Joun Dernick, Old Je Agent March 10 at 1 
Keywortuy, Ann, Oldham, Tate G Grocer Oldham Pet Feb ay ay Lincoln’s se, Tar —— Y, Brigg, Lancs, ‘Temperance Hotel Keeper 
% Ord Feb 24 Seana Gurexivoody Hal Halifax, Innkeeper March 7 at 11 Ree, 8, ven st, Great oy, a 
Lasprock, Jutius, Alfred pl, South Kensington, Furrier Off Ree, Wagar, Tone 
High Gourt Pet Feb 5 Pont Feb 25 ae JONATHAN, Wimbledon, Surrey, Grocer March 6 at March ll ati12 Off Of Ben, Bank chmbrs, 
Laxtox, Gzorck Howarp, Coventry, Licensed Victualler 11.30 24, way London Bri Wanrenam, ‘Gatton Cloth Jossrn Haroreaves, Daubhill, 
Coventry Pet Feb 25 ‘Ord Feb 25 Davay, Roserr. papel t, Devon, Miller March 9 at 11 Bolton, Cotton Manufacturers March 6 at ll 
Lawrtox, Joun Rosert, Tintwistle, Cheshire circus, Exeter 16, Wood st, Bolton 


bid wh, ro Wists 


Ashton 
under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 


onl i 16, Cornwallis st, Barro 


con he Furness, Ralwey { On. Waser ee reece ny omega ama March 


Lewis, * AN, Pontardawe, Glam, Builder Neath Pet Feb 

25 rd Feb b 25 ee. Wure Suns, Neo Butcher March 6 at 12 Of 
th... Jonatruan, Plymouth, General Dealer East | Dove, aaa Chadwell Heath, Essex, Engineer March Peters Church 

Stonehouse Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 25 latil 33, st, Lincoln’s inn Helds Wisox, ‘Sones Purir, and Epwix wg by 
Mircne.y, Tipo, Bishopwearmouth, Sunderland, Bread | Dupen, JamEs, port, March 23 at 3.30 Off Builders March 11 at 11 Off Reo, 31, row, 

er Sunderland Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 Reo, Cambridge Ji st, Bradford 

Pusu, Tuomas Lewis, Bolton, Provision Dealer Bolton | Eurrr, Gronar Hexry Hawxiss, Savile Town, Thornhill, 

Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 23 Yorks, E March 6 at 3 Off Rec, Bank ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ray, Micuary, The Admiralty Office, Spring gard chmbrs, 
ae Civil Service High Court Pet Jan 14 Ord Franky, Share 


Brassington, 
Feb March 6 at 2.30 Off Reo, Bt James's chmbrs, 
Liver- Gasper Fein Wiiuiam, Barrow 


Ray, aaeess Rosert, Bootle, Provision Dealer 
pool Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 23 
Ric HARDSON, WitLiAM, West Seetngion, Sussex, Farmer a 
hton Pet Feb 23 ae Feb 2 
Rive, Maurice, Ald st, Wholesale Furrier High 
Court Feb 5 Ord Feb 35 
Roperts, CHar.es, * anyblodvell, 
Wrexham Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 
pane, ‘Witi1am, St. Johns, Kent, Dealer in Land Green- 


March 9 at 11.30 


| Sema] Axx, Ol 
‘Priory chm 


Pet Sept 24 Ord Oct 21 Krrson, Joun, Camden 
eB, Wits Bramwe., North end my Fulham, 11 at 2.90 
Grocer and Cheesemonger High ¢ Court Pet Feb 20 Kwicut, Henry, East 
Ord Feb Pat 9 at 11.30 





late @ 
nion st, Oldham 


Derbyshire, Tankeoper ALLEx, Roast, Boston, Lines, Draper Boston Pet Feb 


16, gn Seg way Cons Besta, mar Bee Heb Grd POD Builder Kid- 


q Bu M CHARLES Last, Senate Money 
Hit, ty Tuomas a 7oan Smackowner March nguenaw, Se at «Ay ot toe, oe 


atl Wet Grimsby 
salon sith | Joni Bessauts RT ae Gina, Builder March 9 at Chagas, Fasonacs Poh ig Raber, Asal 
brs, U 


rocer March 6 at 10 Davar, Rosset, Lappitt, Devon, Miller Exeter Pet Feb 


wn, late Auctioneer 
st, Linocoln’s inn fields 


Glam, Grocers 


24, Railway > Feb 
Stoax, W. James, Li 1, ; oon Danke, Fed 4 Ord 
7s a pu pro Fruit Merchant Lansuees, Joun, Cockermouth, Hosier March | Dick, Davis, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet 


Arravur and James Lamuserr 
Pavesi Glass Gascon Gall ie Sun BO Onl 





Cockermouth Feb 24 
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Drassze, James Betts, Newark upon Trent, Commercial 
Traveller Ni ham Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Fixx, Frevericx, Littlehampton, Sussex, Timber Merchant 

Brighton Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 25 
Frankuin, Sipyey —_ Kinghorn st, Clothfair, Eating 
house re Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 23 
Freeman, F Hiphe Pavement, Mill lane, West 
—_ t aSeinder High Court Pet Sept 26 Ord 
24 


Gerrarp, Ricnarp, Worcester, late Farmer Worcester 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 


Haskoti, Maria Jaye, Salis , Lodging house Keeper 
Salisbury Pet Feb10 Ord eb 24 
Hawrnuorye, Grace, late Colebrook row, Islington, Actress, 
Spinster h Court Ord Feb 23 Rec Ord under 
ct, 1883, s 103 
eo OH Burcott, —_ ane Wheelwright 
“Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 
me. us, Aston, Warwickshire, late Stationer 
Birmingham Pet Feb’ 24 Ord Feb 25 
Jones, THomas, , Grocer’s Asssstant Aber- 
dare Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Kitson, Jouy, Camden ae be late Auctioneer 
High Court Pet Feb a1 Ord Feb 
Lewins, CHARLES aeons, Temple Al High Court 
Pet Jan9 Ord Feb 
Lewis, Evans, Eontardawe, Glam, Builder Neath Pet 
Feb 25 Ord Feb 
Ta JosEpn, “Tyldesley, Lancs, Plumber Bolton 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 
MircuHetyt, Tooma Bisher wwearmouth, Sunderland, Bread 
Maker Sun d Pet Feb23 Ord Feb 24 
Pore, my New Swindon, Wilts, Draper Swindon 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 24 
Puen, Tuomas pay — Provision Dealer Bolton 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 
Ray, Tuomas Rosert, Bootle, Provision Dealer Liverpool 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 23 
Ricnarpson, Witi1am, West Saeagin, Sussex, Farmer 
ton Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Roserts, Caries, Lianyblodwell, Paster Blacksmith 
Wrexham Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 2 
Swtx, Joux, Grayshott rd, Savestar _— Boot Dealer 
High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 2: 
TuackTHWAITE, Marmapvuke Apo. ata St Leonards on 
Tea Dealer Hastings Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 21 
Tuomrson, Jonn Roperr, South Shields, Steam Tug Owner 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 
TavrxaM, Francis Wyatt, South grove, Highgate, Sur- 
geon h Court Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 1 
Warp, Ricnarp, Stockton on Tees, Bl. ackemith Stockton 
on Tees Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Wasurxoton, Gzorcr, West — Yorks, Miner Shef- 
field Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 2: 
Wesracorr, Joux we Devon, Shipbuilder Barn- 
staple Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 2 
Whixcop, Pamir, New Clee, | Fisherman Gt 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Witurams, C R, Lupus st, Pimlico, Gent High Court 
Nov 19 Ord Feb 25 
The follo amended notice is substituted ) that pub- 
ed in the London Gazette, Feb. 1 
Joxes, Exizasetu, Stoney Stratford, Bucks, Riniena 
Northampton Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 
London Gazette—Turspay, March 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axep, Avam, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Leather eee 
Manager Bradford Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 2! 
ALLDEN, Wiuam, Aldershot, Hay Salesman "Guildford 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
Astett, Wiiuiam, Beckenham, Kent, Builder Croydon 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 24 
Deax, Samvet, Tm Milk Dealer Manchester Pet 
Feb 27 Ord Fi 
Epwarps, Henry - A Charlton, Kent, Grocer Green- 
wich Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27; 
Epwarps, Joux, Newtown, Montgomery, Grocer Newtown 
Pet Feb Ord Feb 27 
sia om a and Mauer Squires, Birmingham, Iron 
Birmingham Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 26 
oe... con Lyox, Parkstone, Dorset, of no occupation 
Poole Pet ag Ord Feb 27 
Fow.er, Joszern, Frederick st, St John’s Wood 
Court "Pet J Jan 20 Ord Feb 2 
—_. cw Stable Keeper 
Gu aay Bet beh 350th Shit 
pGEos, Hexry e st, Ship Broker High Court 
Pet Jan3 Ord Feb 26 : 7 
Hamprivce, Wiiiiam James, Yeovil, Coal Merchant 
Yeovil Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 
Harttey, Ph atonde Idle, Yorks, Slater Bradford Pet Feb 
a 27 Go Bob $1 ya 
OLCROF1, Grorce, Tyddyngwladis, erg Se Merion- 
eth retired ortmaa rtmadoc and Blaenau Fes- 
Pet Jan 24 Ord F 


Hvones, 4 Joun, Aldershot, Bailaer Guildford and Godal- 

3 ghee Feb AZ Ord y 

ACOBS, — ILLIAM, 8) lin, I W, Greengrocer 
Newport Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Pomona g te Janna, Darlington, Labourer Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

lave, an, Carlisle toot Innkeeper Carlisle Pet Feb 28 


Gorge, Ss Chances 


Loy wet noege By oy Long fausent, nr Rugby, Farmer 


u oo MW, Feb ood ad Ord Feb 

ARTIS, court, / st, Agent 
High Court yore: Ord Feb 27 ne 
Me pi ay porn Pag =< pty Shipley, Yorks, Grocer 


Nearz, Heyry, ain, late Whi Manufacturer 
Birmingham Pet Feb27 Ord ‘pep are 


Oaxey, Waurer Witit1am, Nottingham, Hosiery Manufac- 
. turer Fet Feb 26 Ord > eee 
eukine, Josern Tuomas, Birmi m, Baker Bi ~ 

ham_ eb21 Ord F oo sie 


Rees, Wittiam Haxries, Haverfordwest, Chemist Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 a 
one. J ae Wigan, late Contractor Wigan Pet Feb 26 





Rost, Water, Northallerton, Yorks, General Dealer 
Northallerton Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Russe.., Joun, Hastings, Maker Hastings Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Satz, ArtHur Witiiam, Northam — Corn Dealer 
Northampton Pet Jan 23 Ord 

Sprar, James, Abbotts Roothing, Essex, Farmer Chelms- 
ford Pet Feb27 Ord arg 

—_, Hewry, Harold terrace, Hermi rd, Finsb | 

ig , Clerk in G. P.O. High Court et Feb 28 O; 

Fe’ 


Waurre, Wii1am, Odd Rode, Cheshire, Thrashing 
Proprietor esfield’ Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Witurams, W., Cannon-st, Timber Merchant High Court 
Pet Jan2 Ord Feb 26 


The itivets amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Feb. 20. 


Warenam, Epwarp, and Joseph Harcreaves, Daubhill 
Bolton, Cotton Cloth Manufacturers Bolton Pet Feb 
1 Ord Feb 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Axep, Apam, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Leather Merchant’s 
wre March 11 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
0 


Aten, Rosert, Boston, Lincs, Draper March 10 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 48, High st, Boston as 

Asnpury, CHar.es, Aston juxta Birmingham, Lamp 
Manufacturer March 13 at 12 25, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 


Bamper, Exvizasetu Bott, Preston, Fruiterer March 10 at 
83 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Best, Wits Rosert, the Fish Salesman Carlisle mansions, 
Victoria st, Manager to a March 13 at 
2.30 33, Carey st Lincoln’s inn fields 

Burtt, Cuartes Henry, Alpine rd, South Bermondsey, 
bay March 113 at 12 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

Danzicer, D. Darcy, Copthall avenue, Financial 
March 13 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

DowpDESsWELL, CHARLES James, Orpingley rd, Hornsey rd, 
pom vs Sawmill Proprietor March 13 at 2.30 Bank- 

tey bldngs, nanny, st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dassen’, James Betts, Newark upon Trent, Commercial 
Traveller March 10 at1l Off Rec, St Peter’s Church 

walk, Nottingham 

ELPHINSTONE, Sir Howarp, Bart, St Alban’s pl, Charles st, 
March 17 at 12 33, st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

FrRank.in, RACHEL, Lupton st, “hutnell Pk, late Tobaeconist 
March 11 at 1 ag, Garey st, Lincoln ’3 inn 

FRANKLIN, “Rok Hive, horn st, Cloth Fair, Eating 
house keeper March 13 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Gerrard, Ricnarp, Worcester, late Farmer March 16 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Worcester 

GitLetr, Henry, Burford, Oxon, Hotel Keeper March 11 
at 11.30 1, st Aldate’s, Oxford 

GRIFFIN, WitiiaM, Torqua: = Hotel Proprietor March 12 at 
ll Castle of Exeter, 

Groom, STEPHEN, jun, Bedford. peprt's Aas Assistant March 
16 at 2.30 0 Ree, 1a, St Paul’s sq, Bedf ‘ord 

Hampripce, Wittiam JAMES, Yeovil, Coal Merchant 
March 12at3 Off Rec, 

Haster, Arruur Ricuarp Feton of n 
pation March 11 at 12 Bonkromtey bid bldgs, Lincoln's 


inn 
Hewirrt, Wit.1amM, Balls Pond rd, Islington, Cycle Manu- 
facturer March 11 at 2.30 Bankrupte y b bidgs, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Homes, Watrer, Norwich, Shoemaker March 14 at 11 
Off Ree, 8 st, en 
Horsman, Jouy, Burcott, Bierton, a. Wheelwright 
March 10 at 11.30 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Jenkins, Lewis, Hafod, Glam, es Victualler March 
liat12 Off Rec; Merth "Tydfil 
Joxrs, Tuomas, Canton, Cardiff, Grocer’s Assistant March 
llat3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Lawton, Jonn Rosert, Tintwistle, Cheshire March 19 at 
12.15 Town hall, Ashton under Lyne 
Mappisoy, Jonny, Bardney, Lines, Innkeeper March 12 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, coln 
MaRsHALt, JONATHAN, Plymouth, General Dealer March 
13at3 10, Athenzeum terce, Plymouth 
NEIGHBOUR, CHARLES, Banbury, Oxon, Coal Merchant 
March 13 at 10 County Court Office, Banbury 
Prircuarp, Ricuarp, Lozells, Aston juxta Birmingham, 
uilder March 11 at 11 25, Colmore row, een 
Roserts, Caries, Lianyblodwell, Salop, Blacksmith 
March 10 at 11.15 Priory, W: Wrexham 
Rosy, James, Wigan, late Contractor March 12 at 11 
Yourt House, ~~ 
Sura, Wnsen, Colne, Lancs, ep tg tes nad March 11 at 
3 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnl 
erambint WILLERTON, and BexxiworTH Stamse. a 
nes, Aerated Water Manufacturers March 1 1 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Srerpuenson, Cramp, & Co, Kingston y ‘Hull, Merchants 
March 10 at 11 ‘On Ree, Trini ouse lane, Hull 
TALLENTS, Henry, Retford, N umber March 12 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
TempLe, WitiiAm Gerorex, Denmark Hill, Licensed 
Victualler March 12 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
Tuomas, Wi111A4M, Hollingsworth st, St James’s rd, Hollo- 
way, Cowkeeper March 12 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
Tuompsox, Joux Ropert, South Shields, Steam Tug 
Owner March 12at2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 
upon e 
Warres, Freperick, Rochford, Essex, Butcher March 11 
at 1.15 Shirehall, Chelmsford 
Wutnxcopr, Putxip, New Clee, Grimsby, Fisherman March 
liatil Off Rec, 3 Haven st, Gt Grims' 
vi Wiis, Odd ie, Cheshire, 
ig tes r a 13 at i Off Ree, 23, Kg Meawand 
a clesfie 


Witvaoose, ll Oswatp, Buxton, Milk Dealer 
a x 12 at 3.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, 
OC port 





te == he ig —y hea y ae Howarp ek a 
mt Stepne eers March 11 
11 383, Carey st, ool coln’s sie ho 


WIsEMAN, prem any —— Joiner March 11 at 3.45 
Excha: hange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Wricut, Arrnur Henry, ft on Beer Retailer 
March 12 at11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 


ete DICATIONS. 


AxeEp, Apa, Cleckhea’ Loe Merchant’s Manager 
Bradford Pet Feb = Ord F 
Sores 1 ore Leicester, —~ este Leicester Pet 
in Wiese ane jun, Carlisle mansions, Victoria st, 
wg o4 a Fish Salesman High Court Pet Jang 
Ord Feb 27 
Bippie, Tomas WALTER Harrison, and WILLIAM Spreck- 
LEY, Leicester, ed acturers Leicester Pet 
Bo Jen 36 Ont Heb 2 Wheel ht 
5 EORGE Martin, mening, eelwright Reading 
et Feb 20 Ord Feb 
Brow N, Saonee, Teiceter, Bricklayer Leicester Pet Feb 
8 Ord Feb 10 P 
Cramp, CHARLES JAMES, m Hull, Merchant 
nm oe Pet Feb 6 ‘Ord Feb 26 
Dean, SamveEt, ester, Milk Dealer Manchester Pet 
Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
Extmore, Wittiam Taytox, New Fahoome, Leicester, 
Gent Leicester Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 
+ RacueEt, Lupton st, Tufnell pk, Tats Tobacconist 
h Court Pet Jan 23 Feb 25 
GoopaLL, Micnart Frepexick, Leicester, Grocer Leices- 
ter Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 23 
Groom, eaves.) Rage Bedford, Draper’s Assistant Bedford 
Pet Feb 14 ‘eb 25 
Haman, H.S8., Gracechurch st, Knife a Manufacturer 
h Court Pet Nov 27 Ord Feb 
Hakrr.ey, Rosert, Idle, Yorks, Slater Bradford Pet Feb 
27 Ord Feb 27 
JENNINGS, WILLIAM, hton, Leics, recently Grocer 
3 ey nap pn 6 Feb 10 tes Seats 
ouNSON, Martin James, Darlington, urer Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 27 
Kenworrtny, Ann, Ol , late Grocer Oldham Pet Feb 
24 Ord Feb 24 
Lawton, Joun Rosert, Tintwistle, Cheshire, Ashton under 
Lyne and Stalybridge Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 27 
 ~ sey Carlisle, Innkeeper Carlisle Pet Feb 28 
28 


Loypa.t, Susan Mary, Long Lawford, nr Rugby, Farmer 
Coventry Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

MarsHati, JonatTuan, Plymouth, onl Dealer East 
Stonehouse Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 

Marti <1 Wiuu1aM Haren, Bratton Clovelly, ne, Farmer 

t Stonehouse Pet Jan13 Ord F 

Mourcatroyp, JoserpH Horne, Shipley, Forks, Grocer 

N ~ Ties Pet eniecham Whi Manufacturer Bi 

EALE, Henry, Birming! ip ufacturer Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 28 

Nosie, Cuartes Epwix, New Barnet, Herts, Builder 
Barnet Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 25 


Oakey, Watter Wit114m, Nottingham, Hosiery Manufac- 
turer No ham Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Perkins, Josepn Tuomas , Baker Birming- 
ham Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 27 

PHILuips. Yay ge Henry, Newgate st, Furrier High Court 
Pet Ord Feb 27 

Pinpar, Whiston. Gt Grimsby, Timber Merchant Gt 
Grimsby Pet Jan24 Ord eb 27 


Rees, Wittiam Harries, arrest, Chemist Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 

Rosy, James, Wigan, late Contractor Wigan Pet Feb 26 
Ord Feb 26 


el 
Roornam, Grorce Ropert, Leamington, Grocer Warwick 
Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 27 
Rose, Watter, Northallerton, Yorks, Sone Dealer 
Northallerton Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 2 
SLAUGHTER, WiLuiaM BramweE.., North tind rd, , Paems 
Grocer h Court oe t Feb 20 Ord Feb 2 
Soars, Epwarp, Coun Leics, Seesabak Knitter 
icester Pet Feb 7 l Feb 20 
Spear, James, Abbotts , Essex, Farmer Chelms- 
ford Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 __ 
Wurre, Witt1aMm, Odd Rode, Cheshire, ing Machine 
rietor Macclesfield Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 27 
Wuiretinc, Grorcze Lawrence, Great Grimsby, Timbe 
Merchant Great Grimsby Pet Feb 10 Feb 25 
Wiseman, Arntuur, Burnley, Joiner Burnley Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 28 


Woop, Wirtuiam Jonatuan, Sewstern, Leics, Blacksmith 
Leicester Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 26 

Woopcock, Gzorcz: Weis, Walmer, Kent, Grocer Can- 
terbury Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 27 


The ee amended notice is ry for that pub- 
ed in the London Gazette, Feb. 20. 

Syoox, Harry, Sou Costumier Petaoath Pet 

Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 

Granam, Water, Air st, Architect High Court Adjud 
Nov 21, 1890 Annul Feb 27 

Macpona.p, James, Fifth avenue, Harrow rd, Commercial 
Clerk High Court Adjud June 16,1888 Annul Feb 2 


SALE el ENSUING WEEK. 


March 9.—Messrs. E. Croucuer &)Co., at the Mart, 
E.C., at 1 o'clock, F nschold Properties (see advertise- 
ment, Feb. 21, p. 286). 


OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executor, § Soliet- 
tors, get SOTHERAN 
Strand, and 36, PURCHASE LIBRARIES oF or 
smaller collections of + in town or count: iving the 
utmost value in cash; also value for PRO ATE, Ex- 
ayy otiy cont. Removals without oe 
expense 816. Telegraphic 
iain, Bookmen, London. Code in use, Unicode. 
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